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ABSTRACT 
 
Name: Elisaveta Slevitch 
Dissertation Title: Asymmetrical effects of attribute performance on customer 
satisfaction.  
 
Major Professor: Haemoon Oh, Ph.D. 
 
Evaluation of customer satisfaction has drawn a lot of attention from hospitality 
practitioners and researchers. However, an accurate measurement of satisfaction is yet to be 
found.  This study addresses the gaps in previous customer satisfaction studies that 
conceptualize the relationship between attribute-level performance and overall satisfaction as 
linear or symmetric. Some evidence suggests that such a relationship does not always hold 
true.  
This study examines asymmetric responses of customer satisfaction to different types 
of attribute performance and tests if interactions between attributes provide an explanation to 
the observed asymmetry. Additionally, the study assesses the validity of dividing 
performance attributes into two categories, core and facilitating.  
A web-based survey was used to collect data from faculty and staff at a major 
Midwestern university. An experimental design was applied to collect data for the purported 
research hypotheses, which later were tested using t-tests and regression analysis. 
Results of the study indicated that core attributes and facilitating attributes were two 
separate dimensions that caused different patterns of customer satisfaction response. The 
results also supported earlier suggestions that core and facilitating attributes had 
asymmetrical effects on customer satisfaction. Interactions between core and facilitating 
attributes played a significant role in the formation of customer satisfaction. Moderator 
 ix
effects that core attributes had on the relationship between facilitating attributes and customer 
satisfaction explained the detected asymmetry, providing theoretical rationalization to the 
observed phenomenon. Therefore, conceptual relationships proposed and tested in this study 
provided new knowledge for evaluating customer satisfaction and making decisions about 
how to achieve high levels of satisfaction with optimal amount of resources. 
 
Keywords: Customer satisfaction; attribute-level performance; performance optimization; 
core attributes; facilitating attributes; asymmetrical effects  
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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Customer satisfaction (CS) is one of a few key building blocks in marketing theory, 
philosophy, and practice, playing a critical role in evaluating consumption experience (Babin 
& Griffin, 1998; Bagozzi & Moore, 1994; Bolton & Drew, 1991; Yuksel & Remington, 
1998). The concept of CS has received a lot of attention because in the modern competitive 
business environment, being able to evaluate customers’ consumption experience, to 
understand its components, and to apply that knowledge gives managers an advantage over 
competitors (Johnston, 1995).      
CS has been a central issue in the hospitality field due to its imperative role in 
organizational performance and, ultimately, survival of hospitality companies. Research on 
CS has been proportionate to its growing managerial importance (Fournier & Mick, 1999; Oh 
& Parks, 1997). CS has been found to be positively associated with such fundamental 
organizational concepts as customer loyalty, customer retention, and positive word-of-mouth 
communications (Anderson & Mittal, 2000; Hunt, 1977; Mano & Oliver, 1993; Oliver, 1981; 
Oliver, 1997). CS has been found to be an immediate antecedent to quality judgments and 
loyalty that, in turn, is directly related to profitability (Bitner, Booms, & Tetreault, 1990; 
Hesket et al., 1990; Yuksel & Remington, 1998).  
Much of the existing CS literature focuses on understanding the process of evaluation 
and identifying the sources of CS (Knutson, Singh, Yen, & Bryant, 2003). While disagreeing 
on some definitional and technical issues, most researchers agree that CS is best evaluated on 
a multiattribute scale. CS depends on a number of determinants at an attribute level and 
measuring CS through attribute-level performance captures the multifaceted nature of 
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consumption experience. That is why a multi-attribute approach prevails in the area of CS 
evaluation (Oliver, 1997; Yi, 1990). This approach allows a higher level of specificity and 
diagnostic usefulness than that of measuring overall satisfaction. An attribute level of 
satisfaction measurement captures CS with a specific aspect or dimension and can be 
aggregated into an overall satisfaction score, thus, providing constructive feedback on the 
dimensions (Szimanski & Henard, 2001). 
The relationship between attribute-level performance and overall satisfaction has 
been generally conceptualized as linear or symmetric (Mittal, Ross, & Baldasare, 1998). 
Most researchers have assumed that an adequate performance at an attribute level would lead 
to a certain amount of satisfaction that would be counter-proportionate to the amount of 
dissatisfaction if the performance was inadequate to an equal degree (Oliver, 1997). For 
example, under this linear relationship assumption unreliable performance of a hotel service 
staff will lead to dissatisfaction, whereas reliable performance will lead to satisfaction; more 
importantly, the degree of the effect in this case is assumed to be symmetric in either 
direction.  
However, several studies have shown that such a symmetric relationship would not 
always hold true (Cadotte & Turgeon, 1988, Johnston, 1995, Mittal et al., 1998). They 
indicate that an asymmetrical relationship exists between attribute level performances and 
satisfaction (Hui et al., 2005: Maddox, 1981; Swan & Combs, 1976). That is, one unit of 
negative attribute performance can have a greater effect on overall dissatisfaction or 
repurchase intentions than a corresponding unit of positive performance has on overall 
satisfaction (Chowdhary & Prakash, 2005; Johnston, 1995, Maddox, 1981; Mittal et al., 
1998).  
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Some attributes are strongly associated with dissatisfaction when performed 
inadequately and have little or no effect on satisfaction when performed adequately (Cadotte 
& Turgeon, 1988; Johnston, 1995). At the same time, certain attributes show the opposite 
pattern; these attributes appear to affect satisfaction significantly when performed 
adequately, but do not produce dissatisfaction in case of inadequate performance. For 
example, dirty flatware in a restaurant can cause a lot of dissatisfaction, but will not cause the 
same degree of satisfaction when presented clean. A complimentary desert can produce high 
satisfaction, but when not offered, will not entail any negative effect on CS.  
Asymmetrical effects were empirically observed not only by academics but also by 
practitioners who have reported that equally investing in greater performance along all 
service attributes in order to increase satisfaction would not be effective and not justify 
additional investments (Hui et al., 2004; Mittal et al, 1998). Additionally, the customer’s 
response to service increments appears to have thresholds. CS can climb rapidly when 
attribute performance rises to a certain threshold. In contrast, when attribute performance 
falls below a different threshold, satisfaction can decline equally rapidly. However, between 
these thresholds, satisfaction can be relatively flat. In such cases, making investments to 
improve service may not result in profit gains, but rather be a waste of resources (Oliva et al., 
1992).  
Substantial empirical evidence indicates that the relationship between attribute 
performance and CS appears to be inconsistent and varies in terms of its strength and 
direction (Johnston et al., 1990). When there is such an unexpectedly weak or inconsistent 
relationship between a theoretical predictor (attribute performance) and criterion 
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(satisfaction), some unspecified moderator effects are likely to exist, especially in cases 
where a relationship holds in one setting but not in another (Baron & Kenny, 1986).  
Moderator effects within a correlational framework occur if the direction and strength 
of correlation changes and an interaction between a focal independent variable and a factor 
that specifies the appropriate condition for its operation exists (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Both 
of these conditions are present in the context of CS and attribute-level performances. The 
studies by Johnston (1995), Chowdhary and Prakash (2005), and Mittal et al. (1998) confirm 
that the strength and direction of the relationship between satisfaction and attribute 
performance tend to be inconsistent and depend on certain conditions. Some attributes tend to 
have a stronger impact on satisfaction than on dissatisfaction and this impact appears to be 
more significant if other attributes are performed adequately. This supports a non-linear 
multiplicative rather than linear additive nature of the relationship among CS and its 
determinants.  
Non-linear effects of attribute performance on CS have not been substantially 
examined in the CS literature. Volumes of work exist on attribute performance and 
satisfaction (Bolton & Drew, 1998; Hanson, 1992; Oliver, 1997; Parasuraman et al., 1988). 
Less is known about moderating effects of the attributes as determinants of satisfaction that 
might explain the non-linear relationship between CS and attribute-level performance.  
 Examination of moderator effects is important because it would allow a better 
estimation of satisfaction. Characterizing satisfaction as a linear composite of salient service 
attributes excluding possible interaction effects may be misleading. The linearity assumption 
does not allow distinguishing between the effects that attributes produce and the way they 
interact in the consumer’s judgments around his/her consumption experience. Instruments 
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based on the linearity assumption account only for performance maximization, implying that 
higher performance scores will always correspond with higher levels of CS. They may 
ascertain what is important to customers through the system of weights assigned to attributes, 
but do not take into account possible asymmetrical effects in terms of satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction.  
 Accounting for such an asymmetry is essential because attribute-level performances 
should be optimized, not simply maximized, to increase overall satisfaction. An optimization 
approach accounts for the asymmetrical effects, allowing marketers to obtain peak levels of 
CS efficiently, without wasting resources on raising performance on the attributes that 
insignificantly contribute to CS. 
 In general, the existing system of measuring CS is not tailored for optimization. It 
strives for maximization because it is based on the assumption that the nature of the 
relationship between attribute level performance and satisfaction is linear and, therefore, it is 
assumed that the better the performance on a certain attribute the more it contributes to 
overall satisfaction. The prevailing view on satisfaction as a simple linear composite of 
salient service attributes may be misleading and a study that provides new insights into a 
non-linear view on the relationship between attribute-level performance and CS is necessary 
from theoretical and practical perspectives.  
 
Purpose of the Study 
Despite the abundance of research on CS, certain problems related to the relationship 
between CS and attribute performance remain unexplained. Existing CS theories on this issue 
do not explain why some attributes are strongly associated with dissatisfaction when 
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delivered below the expected level and, at the same time, why they do not produce positive 
effects when performing beyond the expected level (Ting & Chen, 2002). 
Though several studies indicate that attributes produce asymmetric effects in 
increasing CS, these findings leave certain questions unanswered. For example, it has not 
been explained why the effect of attributes on CS can be asymmetric, especially under 
different performance conditions, and which attribute characteristics cause this asymmetry. 
Also, which one of the negative or positive attribute performance effects on CS is larger? 
Without answering these questions, CS theories remain incomplete and deserve more 
investigation. 
The purpose of this study is to strengthen the conceptual and empirical power of CS 
measurement and management by investigating the asymmetric response of CS related to 
attribute performance. This study attempts to provide an explanation to the asymmetric 
attribute performance effects reported in the CS literature by investigating if interactions 
among attributes would be the cause of these asymmetric effects.  
This study also tests the validity of the approach, originally developed in the area of 
service quality, that divides service attributes into facilitating and core categories. 
Facilitating attributes are utility enhancing attributes or ‘delights’ that differentiate an 
offering from the competition and that strengthen the competitive position (Chowdhary & 
Prakash, 2005; Levitt, 1983). An adjustable feather bed that is provided only by a few hotels 
and that is not commonly viewed as a norm would be an example of a facilitating attribute in 
the lodging industry.  
Core attributes are utility preserving attributes that can be considered absolute 
requirements for the whole product or service category. This type of attribute does not 
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differentiate an offering from the rest on the market because it is considered an industry 
norm; it simply keeps an offering in the competitive pool (Chowdhary & Prakash, 2005; 
Levitt, 1983; Kahn & Meyer, 1991). Having clean linens on a bed is a norm for the whole 
lodging industry and, thus, can be considered a core attribute. 
Though only partially tested, the two-factor classification approach suggests that core 
attributes affect the relationship between facilitating attributes and service quality (Hui et al., 
2005). As service quality and CS are known to have common antecedents and both 
considered customers’ overall evaluations of a product or service, application of the findings 
from service quality research to CS seems appropriate (Iacobucci et al., 1995). Therefore, the 
same pattern may occur in how core attributes affect the relationship between facilitating 
attributes and CS, providing an explanation to the reported asymmetric CS response to 
different categories of attributes. 
This study aims to investigate an asymmetric satisfaction response to attribute level 
performance. The research questions address this issue and examine whether interactions 
among attributes would cause such effects and in what way. The specific research questions 
are: 
1. Will core attributes have lower positive effects on CS than facilitating attributes do 
when both groups of attributes perform above the acceptable level? 
2. Will core and facilitating attributes have asymmetric positive and negative effect on 
CS when attribute performance falls short of or exceeds the acceptable level?  
3. Will the performance of core attributes moderate the effect of the performance of 
facilitating attributes on CS in a way that the effect of facilitating attributes on CS 
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will be prominent when core attributes perform above the acceptable level and be 
suppressed when core attributes perform below the acceptable level? 
  
Significance of the Study 
It is commonly agreed that accurate measurement of CS is imperative but has yet to 
be found (Babin & Darden, 1996; Oliver, 1997). This study attempts to explore the gap of the 
previous satisfaction measurement studies that did not take into account the relative impact 
of the satisfaction determinants, service attributes in particular, and their asymmetrical 
positive and negative effects on CS.  
The existing system of CS measurement does not address the issue of attribute 
performance optimization. It operates under the assumption that in order to increase 
satisfaction attribute performances should be maximized, or that the better the performance 
on a certain attribute, the more it contributes to overall satisfaction. However,  the prevailing 
view characterizing satisfaction as a simple linear composite of salient service attributes may 
be misleading in view of  the evidence supporting asymmetric impacts of attribute-level 
performance on satisfaction.  
Additionally, there might be a range of service performance that customers consider 
satisfactory and may accept the variation of performance within this range without 
detrimental effects on perceptions. Therefore, a study that provides insights into attribute 
performance optimization and that accounts for possible interactions seems worthy and 
contributing to the existing body of knowledge on customer satisfaction (Mittal et al. 1998; 
Oliva et al., 1995). This study is also seeks to provide a better insight into the complexity of 
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the relationship between factors that play significant roles in customers’ minds during service 
assessment process.  
 
Definition of Terms 
Customer satisfaction – is an attitudinal construct that portrays a large portion of the 
customer’s total reaction to the object in question and can be defined as the 
consumer’s fulfillment response, “a judgment that a product or service feature, or 
the product or service itself, provided a pleasurable level of consumption-related 
fulfillment, including levels of under- or overfulfillment” (p.11-13, Oliver, 1997). 
Product or service attributes- are the characteristics by which offerings are identified or 
differentiated and usually include features, functions, benefits, and uses (Poon & 
Low, 2005).  
Core attributes – are the attributes that represent the central benefit or purpose for which a 
consumer buys an offering. The core attributes can emanate either from the physical 
or intangible product or service performance and provide basic functions that are 
required to deliver. Core attributes can be characterized as “musts” and are expected 
by consumers to be present for the whole product category. Provision of this group 
of attributes tends to preclude dissatisfaction only (Levitt, 1983). Examples of core 
attributes in the lodging context are bed/pillow comfort, room cleanliness, or 
shower pressure/ temperature.  
Facilitating attributes – are the attributes that ensure deliverance of the core attributes and 
mostly consist of embellishments to customer expectations. Facilitating attributes 
  
 10
often provide intangible benefits and are mostly referred to as “satisfiers” or 
“delights” (Oliver, 1997). Examples of the facilitating attributes are on-site spa, free 
snacks, or high bedding thread count. 
Zone of tolerance – is a range of service performance that a customer considers satisfactory, 
and may accept variation of performance within this range without detrimental 
effects on perceptions (Oliva et al., 1992). 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to review previous research related to this study and to 
examine several topics that are considered important. These topics include the concept of 
customer satisfaction and its antecedents, categorization of attributes, attribute-level 
performance and its relation to CS, a two-factor view on CS, and a non-linear relationship 
between attribute-level performance and CS.  
 
Customer Satisfaction  
What is satisfaction? The answer to this question has been debated heatedly among 
researchers and managers. Oliver (1997) states that the word satisfaction derives from the 
Latin satis (enough) and facere (to do or make); therefore, satisfying offerings are believed to 
provide what is being sought to the point of being “enough”. Two related words, satiation 
and satiety, illustrate the point that satisfaction implies a filling or fulfillment (Oliver, 1997). 
However, consumer behavior studies have moved away from the literal meaning of 
satisfaction and view this concept as consumers experience it. 
Existing definitions of CS can be categorized in two major groups emphasizing it 
either as an outcome or as a process (Yi, 1990). The outcome view construes CS as a 
customer’s cognitive state or emotional response to the experiences provided (Westbrook & 
Reilly, 1983).  Hunt (1977) defines CS as the favorableness of the individual’s subjective 
outcomes and experiences associated with buying or using a product. Oliver (1981) suggests 
that this summary psychological state occurs when the emotion surrounding disconfirmed 
satisfaction is coupled with the consumer’s prior feelings about consumption experience.  
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The process view on CS holds satisfaction as an evaluative process that results in the 
customer’s fulfillment judgment. For example, Woodruff et al. (1983) describe satisfaction as 
an emotional result deriving from the process of comparing perceived outcome with salient 
expectations. Yi (1990) states that the process-oriented approach, as compared to the 
outcome-oriented approach, seems to be preferable. It spans the entire consumption 
experience and allows looking at satisfaction through unique measures capturing unique 
components in each stage of the evaluation process.  
A number of studies look at CS as an attitude and conceptualize it as an attitude-like 
variable referring to a particular object that captures a large portion of the customer’s total 
reaction to the object in question (Czepiel & Rosenberg, 1977; Oliver, 1997). At the same 
time, several studies show that CS and attitudes are different concepts. Oliver (1980a) shows 
that satisfaction precedes and influences post-purchase attitudes. Wilton and Tse (1983) 
argue that satisfaction and attitudes are different constructs because they appear to have 
different determinants and consequences. Westbrook and Oliver (1991) suggest that 
satisfaction is an overall evaluation of the purchase situation relative to expectations, whereas 
attitude lacks the element of comparison and captures only the degree of liking and disliking 
the offering.  
 Another view on CS advocates an affective nature of satisfaction and describes it as 
an emotion resulting from appraisals such as disconfirmations of perceived performance 
against experiences (Locke, 1969; Woodruff et al., 1983). A number of studies argue that 
satisfaction includes not only a cognitive component but also an affective component (Mano 
& Oliver, 1993; Westbrook, 1987; Westbrook & Oliver, 1991). These studies show that 
affect’s impact on satisfaction may exceed classical cognitive effects. Westbrook and Oliver 
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(1991) propose that emotions developed during consumption experiences leave affective 
traces that are integrated into consumers’ satisfaction assessments. 
Given the lack of consensus in CS definitions, the conceptualization of satisfaction 
seems often challenging and problematic. Gieze and Cote (2000) state that if multiple views 
on a construct exist, researchers must explicitly identify the definition they select. This study 
follows a dominant approach suggesting that satisfaction is a bipolar attitudinal construct that 
captures a large portion of the customer’s total reaction to the object in question being used. 
Following Oliver’s (1997) definition, CS is defined as “the consumer’s fulfillment response, 
a judgment that a product or service features, or the product or service itself, provided a 
pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfillment, including levels of under- or 
overfulfillment” (p.11-13).  
 
Antecedents of CS 
Expectations and Disconfirmation 
The role of expectations in the CS literature has been defined in one of two ways: as 
anticipation or as comparative referents (Szymanski & Henard, 2001). It is proposed that 
expectations as anticipation have a direct influence on satisfaction because consumers are 
thought to adapt to certain levels of performance, and form expectations consistent with these 
performance levels that serve as a baseline for satisfaction assessments (Oliver & DeSarbo, 
1988, Oliver, 1993). Szymanski and Henard (2001) suggest that consumers tend to assimilate 
satisfaction levels to expectation levels in order to avoid the dissonance that would occur 
when expectations and satisfaction levels deviate. In support, several empirical studies show 
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a positive relationship between expectations and satisfaction resulting in the assimilation 
effect that leads to satisfaction judgments being high when expectations are high and vice 
versa (Oliver & Linda, 1981; Swan & Trawick, 1981). 
The most commonly accepted role of expectations with regard to satisfaction is as a 
comparative reference. A substantial part of satisfaction literature postulates that CS is a 
function of the discrepancy between consumers’ prior expectations and their perception 
regarding the purchase (LaBarbera & Mazursky, 1983; Oliver, 1980; Tse & Wilton, 1988). 
When an experience is better than what customers expected, there is a positive 
disconfirmation of the expectation, and satisfaction or favorable evaluation is predicted. In a 
situation where an experience is worse than expected, a negative disconfirmation occurs and 
dissatisfaction is predicted. Disconfirmation and satisfaction are thought to be positively 
correlated (Szymanski & Henard, 2001). In the CS literature, this view is referred to as the 
“Disconfirmation Paradigm.”  
Although widely used, this view has been criticized in several studies. La Tour and 
Peat (1979) argue that the traditional disconfirmation paradigm has a limited outlook on 
customer expectations because it does not include the entire range of determinants of 
comparison level that affects consumer decision making. Westbrook and Reilly (1983) 
propose that a major problem with the expectation-disconfirmation model is that it does not 
distinguish between cognitive and evaluative notions, and thus what is expected from an 
offering might not correspond with what is desired or valued. Another issue associated with 
the disconfirmation paradigm is the assumption that CS is limited to the beliefs for which 
expectations have been formed prior to the consumption experience. Empirical evidence 
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questions this assumption. In fact, consumers often experience satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
for offerings for which expectations have never existed due to absolute novice (Yi, 1990). 
 
Performance 
Performance has been considered as a separate predictor of satisfaction by several 
studies (Churchill & Surprenant, 1982; Oliver & DeSarbo, 1988; Tse & Wilton, 1988). This 
position emanates from the notion that consumers are likely to be satisfied with a product or 
service that provides them with what they need or want. Performance and satisfaction are 
found to be positively associated. Offerings with high performance levels tend to correspond 
with higher levels of satisfaction.  
Tse and Wilton (1988) show that perceived performance has both direct and indirect 
effects on satisfaction and, therefore, customer satisfaction can be enhanced not only by 
positive disconfirmation but also by increasing performance. In support of this view, Oliver 
and DeSarbo (1988) suggest that performance has direct effect on satisfaction, and their 
findings additionally show that the relative impact of performance and disconfirmation on 
customer satisfaction varies with individuals. 
Yi (1990) advocates that importance of performance should not be neglected by 
researchers and practitioners.  Disconfirmation mediates some of the performance effects, but 
performance per se has a direct impact on satisfaction. This impact can be very significant for 
some product categories and should not be ignored (Churchill & Surprenant, 1982). 
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Affect 
Current analyses of consumption experience indicate that post-purchase behavior is 
significantly influenced by emotional responses since emotions constitute a primary source 
of human motivation and exert substantial influence on memory and thought processes. 
Several studies provide evidence that customer satisfaction has a strong affective component 
and tie emotions and satisfaction (Bagozzi et al., 1996; Barsky & Nash, 2002; Oliver, 1993; 
Westbrook, 1987). Emotions elicited during consumption are thought to leave affective 
traces in memory that are integrated into consumers’ satisfaction assessments and appear to 
have an impact on satisfaction levels above expectancy-disconfirmation effects. 
Satisfaction involves several emotions, and each emotion can be conceptualized in 
two dimensions, pleasantness - unpleasantness, and low arousal - high arousal (Bagozzi et 
al., 1996). The traditional approach associates satisfaction with pleasant/low arousal 
emotions (Oliver, 1997). Dissatisfaction occupies an unpleasant/high arousal position in this 
framework. Satisfaction in this case is considered to be a bipolar concept implying that the 
opposite of satisfaction is dissatisfaction.  
This traditional approach has been criticized in several studies because it does not 
take into consideration the fact that emotions in the cell of satisfaction may have different 
antecedents and consequences (Babin & Darden, 1996; Mano & Oliver, 1993).  Negative 
emotions may exist side by side with satisfaction. While satisfied, one may experience 
unpleasant/high arousal emotions. For example, one may be satisfied with the services 
received in a restaurant. Even if all restaurant performance characteristics are considered as 
excellent and there is nothing at all to complain about, this person may also feel anger and 
frustration on top of satisfaction just because s/he perceives eating rare fish at the restaurant 
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contradicting to environmentally friendly policies. These “alternative” studies that accept the 
presence of negative emotions along with satisfaction propose parallel, unipolar views on 
overall satisfaction. The presence of positive emotions does not exclude the presence of 
negative emotions; that is, pleasant feelings are not opposite of unpleasant feelings (Leavitt, 
1977; Watson et al., 1988). 
Babin and Griffin (1998) argue that “if pleasant and unpleasant feelings can comprise 
two separate constructs, then it seems reasonable to raise the same question for satisfaction 
and dissatisfaction.” Some studies support this notion. Zeithaml et al. (1996) suggest that 
differences in behavioral reactions of satisfied and dissatisfied customers may be due to the 
fact that these are distinctive feeling states.  
 
Equity  
Equity is proposed as an antecedent of satisfaction in several studies (Oliver, 1997; 
Swan & Oliver, 1989). Equity is viewed as a fairness or deservingness judgment that 
consumers make in reference to what others obtain. Oliver (1997) suggests that consumers 
tend to be satisfied when their outcomes/ inputs ratio is greater than the ratio achieved by the 
referent person or group. Therefore, it is thought that the relationship between equity and 
satisfaction is positive. 
To summarize, existing studies are divergent in regard to determinants of customer 
satisfaction. Though most studies show that disconfirmation is a significant predictor of 
satisfaction, Churchill and Surprenant (1982) argue that in certain situations neither 
disconfirmation nor expectations have any effect on customer satisfaction; only perceived 
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performance had a significant effect. The effects of other determinants were found in some 
studies but not in others (Oliver, 1980a; Oliver & Bearden, 1983, Yi, 1990).  
Such inconsistencies suggest that the effects of the expectations, disconfirmation, 
performance, affect, and equity can be more complex than hypothesized by traditional views. 
Further studies are needed to determine the true relationship among CS determinants. A 
framework that integrates the mixed findings is yet to be found. 
 
Conceptualization of attributes  
The marketing literature defines attributes as dimensions of a product or service. All 
products and services are viewed as a bundle of attributes or features that influence consumer 
choice (Kotler et al, 2003). When consumers evaluate an offering their opinion is extensively 
affected by the performance of attributes associated with the offering (Oliver, 1997).  
 Many attempts have been made to categorize the attributes’ dimensions in a way that 
would be applicable across industries. The most commonly used view on product or service 
attributes describes attributes in the ring model proposed by Levitt (1983). The innermost 
ring of this model defines core attributes of the offering, the “musts” that encompass 
consumer expectations for what the basic offering should constitute. Levitt suggests that the 
core attributes can only preclude dissatisfaction and have little or no effect on satisfaction. 
The outer rings, delights or satisfiers, support and enhance core attributes. This group 
of attributes constitutes embellishments to the consumer’s standard set. If delivered, these 
attributes are strongly associated with satisfaction and delight and differentiate an offering 
from the rest in the competitive pool. This attribute type primarily helps to attract and hold 
customers.  
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The major limitation of this conceptualization is the instability of attributes’ positions. 
Competitive actions often cause the content of the outer rings to migrate into the center over 
time, as all competitors replicate satisfiers and delights, thus raising consumer standards and 
expectations for what a basic offering should constitute (Oliver, 1997). Nevertheless, in spite 
of this drawback this attribute conceptualization has been very popular among researchers 
and practitioners and dominates in the area of product or service evaluations (Clemmer, 
1990). 
Some researchers tried to develop an alternate view to the traditional ring model. 
While examining the concept of service quality, Gronroos (1984) and Lehtinen and Lehtinen 
(1991) proposed to categorize attributes into two groups: process or technical quality and 
outcome or functional quality. Process quality attributes address how customers receive 
services. Outcome quality attributes refers to what customers receive as a result of obtaining 
services. Examples of outcome quality attributes would be reliability, functionality, and 
comfort. Friendliness, care, and attentiveness would represent process quality attributes. 
Though having a lot of supporters, this categorization has been criticized because it remains 
on a theoretical level and no strong empirical evidence has been provided to validate these 
dimensions (Ekinci, 2002). 
Swan and Combs (1976) applied a different approach that addresses the tangible and 
intangible nature of attributes as well as their power to cause feelings of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction. According to Swan and Combs, attributes fall into two categories: 
instrumental and expressive. Instrumental attributes refer to the physical performance of an 
offering. Expressive attributes derive from the psychological performance. Swan and Combs 
further suggest that both of these categories should be performed well in order to fully satisfy 
  
 20
customers. However, expressive attributes tend to have greater positive effect on satisfaction 
when performed well. Low performance on instrumental attributes leads to a more 
pronounced negative effect and results in dissatisfaction.  Though providing some advances, 
Swan and Comb’s study had certain limitations. It focused on products only and may not be 
generalizable for services. Additionally, some attributes can fall into both categories. Such an 
attribute as ‘comfort’ can be classified as either instrumental or expressive. 
To summarize, given the lack of consensus in the area, the conceptualization of 
attributes still remains challenging and problematic. Multiple views on attribute 
categorization exist. All described attribute conceptualizations have certain limitations. Only 
Levitt’s ring model and Gronroos/ Lehtinen and Lehtinen’s classifications provide theoretical 
explanation as to why attributes should be categorized in the way they are proposed. 
However, the latter classification lacks supporting empirical evidence.  Therefore, Levitt’s 
categorization appears to have a stronger position than the other topologies and is employed 
in the context of this study. 
 
 
Attribute-level performance and CS 
The attribute-based approach prevails in the area of CS. In this approach, a list of key 
product or service attributes is generated first and then consumers are asked to rate an 
offering on the degree of how each of the attributes is delivered. Additionally, consumers are 
asked to rate the level of the attributes’ importance. An overall score is then computed as a 
sum of individual attribute scores weighed by the level of their importance (Oliver, 1997).  
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The attribute-based approach is popular because of several theoretical and managerial 
reasons (Mittal, Ross, & Baldasare, 1998). First, consumers tend to evaluate their 
postpurchase experiences on attribute level and that is why measuring various dimensions of 
an offering provides a better understanding of global constructs such as CS (Gardial et al., 
1994). Second, consumers can experience different levels of satisfaction with different 
aspects of the same offering. The overall level approach does not address this issue. Overall 
CS responses tend to mask specific product or service problems (Oliva, Oliver, & Bearden, 
1995). However, the attribute-level evaluation reveals these problems and provides 
researchers and practitioners with a higher level of specificity and diagnostic convenience. 
In spite of its popularity, the attribute-level approach has weaknesses. Incorporating 
importance into the assessment process involves ambiguities to some degree. Importance is 
affected by the context and other extraneous influences. Often when consumers evaluate 
attributes, it is not clear whether the attribute is important for its presence or its absence. For 
example, no-smoking policies in restaurants are extremely important to both smokers and 
non-smokers, but for completely different reasons (Oliver, 1997). Consumers may also 
become acclimated to the point of indifference to some attributes that may be important but 
are consistently incorporated into all offerings in the market thus becoming an industry 
standard. For example, do many consumers ponder if there is a bed in their hotel room? 
This last example points out one of the major limitations of the attribute-level 
approach: it does not address the issue of what happens when an attribute becomes 
“unimportant” because all firms must deliver this feature to survive in the market. Oliver 
(1997, p.37) calls this situation a paradox because once an attribute becomes an industry 
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norm, it will become even more “important” as a dissatisfaction driver if the acquired 
offering fails to deliver this feature. 
 This illustrates that the attribute-level approach has issues that have not been 
mitigated yet and no theoretical motivation for the observed disparity between the impact of 
attributes on satisfaction and dissatisfaction is provided. However, this paradox induced 
several researchers to question the prevailing assumption that the link between attribute-level 
performance and satisfaction is symmetrical which resulted in several studies showing that 
the relationship between these two constructs is non-linear (Mittal et al. 1998; Oliva et al., 
1995). Although not notably examined in the area of marketing and consumer behavior, these 
asymmetric effects have been studied in such areas as job satisfaction. These studies led to 
the development of the two-factor theory, which was somewhat applied in the field of 
customer satisfaction (Oliver, 1997). 
 
 
Two-factor view on CS 
The pioneering studies showing evidences of the disparity that attributes have in 
terms of satisfaction and dissatisfaction stem from the two-factor theory originally developed 
in the area of employee satisfaction (Herzberg, 1957). Herzberg did his study to discover the 
ultimate motivators or “satisfiers” in the work environment. He applied the Critical Incident 
Technique to determine the events that caused respondents to be exceptionally satisfied or 
dissatisfied with their job. Content analysis of the obtained responses revealed two sets of 
factors: satisfiers, predominant in the incidences of satisfaction, and dissatisfiers, 
predominant in the incidences of dissatisfaction. The dissatisfiers primarily consisted of 
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maintenance or job context factors. Satisfiers were mostly related to intrinsic sources of 
fulfillment and consisted of job content factors. 
 Herzberg argued that these two groups of factors have separate and distinct 
influences on employees: job content factors act only to increase satisfaction (motivators), 
job context factors only increase dissatisfaction and have no or little effect on satisfaction 
(hygiene factors).  Herzberg (1957) concluded that satisfaction and dissatisfaction could not 
be considered as two opposites of the same continuum, but rather should be treated as 
independent constructs because sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction have different 
antecedents. Under this assumption the opposite of satisfaction is ‘no satisfaction’, not 
dissatisfaction.   
Although widely used, this theory was criticized with much of the debate centering on 
the methods of measurement. The Critical Incident Technique applied by Herzberg for his 
theory development takes into consideration only extreme cases of satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction. However, it is possible that sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction 
emanate from things other than critical incidents. For example, it is suggested that an 
attribute that is provided just below the satisfaction threshold, giving no critical incidents and 
not crossing this threshold, might still lead to an overall satisfaction (Johnston, 1995). 
Swan and Combs (1976) applied Herzberg’s theory in the context of consumer 
behavior and found some support for the two-factor model in application of the critical-
incident methodology. Swan and Combs (1976) proposed that consumers judge products on a 
limited set of attributes, some of which are relatively important in determining satisfaction, 
while others are not critical to customer satisfaction but related to dissatisfaction when 
performed inadequately. 
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Swan and Combs (1976) classified the determinants of CS into instrumental, for 
attributes associated with the physical performance of products, and expressive, for attributes 
associated with the psychological performance of products. Their study indicated that both 
instrumental and expressive attributes should perform adequately in order to satisfy 
customers. However, satisfaction tended to be strongly associated with expressive attributes 
above or equal to expectations, and dissatisfaction was related to performance below 
expectations for instrumental attributes. Though the Swan and Combs’ study supported the 
two-factor theory, it had several limitations: the sample size was small and the study focused 
only on products and, therefore, might not generalize to services. 
Several other studies continued to apply the two-factor view of CS, but the results 
were rather inconsistent. Maddox (1981) replicated Swan and Combs’ study with a larger 
sample on a variety of products and provided only limited support for Swan and Combs’ 
suggestions. For some product categories the two-factor model was supported, but for others 
it did not hold true. However, Maddox confirmed that low values on an expressive attribute 
would reduce satisfaction, but did not lead to dissatisfaction. Peterson and Wilson (1992) 
showed that consumers’ responses vary across satisfaction or dissatisfaction attributes.  
Bitner at al. (1990) also suggested that things that satisfy customers were different 
from things that dissatisfy customers. This conclusion corresponded with findings of Cadotte 
and Turgeon (1988) who developed a typology explaining how guests use different attributes 
in their perception of satisfaction. They found that some service attributes were consistently 
associated with dissatisfaction, while other attributes were consistently associated with 
satisfaction. They also found that some attributes cause dissatisfaction when customers find 
them to be poor, but did not incur satisfaction when rated as excellent. For example, the 
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absence of an attribute such as a clean room tended to cause a lot of dissatisfaction, but if the 
room was clean it contributed very little or nothing to a feeling of satisfaction. 
Cadotte and Turgeon (1988) categorized attributes that tend to lead to 
dissatisfaction when absent or inadequate as dissatisfiers and, alternatively, attributes that 
had more pronounced effect on satisfaction when performing adequately as satisfiers. 
Dissatisfiers represent the necessary but not sufficient conditions of product/service 
performance; higher levels of performance along this dimension do not necessarily lead to 
satisfaction and compliments. Satisfiers, on the other hand, lead to a satisfaction and 
complimenting behavior when performing well, but their absence does not necessarily leads 
to dissatisfaction.  
Although Cadotte and Turgeon addressed issues of satisfaction and dissatisfaction, 
their topology was not developed enough to provide an opportunity to measure an overall 
judgment of customer experiences. Their analysis was also based on the Critical Incident 
Technique that included only compliments and complaints, the extremes of satisfactory and 
dissatisfactory experiences. It explained how customers use attributes in their perception of 
satisfaction only partially.  
Mersha and Adlakha (1992) examined factors that satisfy and dissatisfy customers 
in the service context. They suggested that factors leading to satisfaction are different from 
those causing dissatisfaction which complies with the two-factor theory. Factors that lead to 
satisfaction were employees’ knowledge of the service, thoroughness, accuracy, consistency, 
reliability, reasonable cost, willingness to correct errors, and timely and prompt service. The 
dissatisfying attributes included employees’ lack of knowledge about the service, employees’ 
indifference, reluctance to correct errors, service inconsistency, sloppiness, and high cost.  
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This study provided some evidence that there might be some difference in the effects that 
attributes had in terms of satisfaction and dissatisfaction.  
Johnston (1995) applied the two-factor approach and classified attributes as 
satisfiers and dissatisfiers, similar to Herzberg (1957). Johnston conducted his study in the 
banking setting and concluded that the determinants associated with dissatisfaction are 
significantly different from those that create satisfaction. The most frequently mentioned 
satisfiers were attentiveness, responsiveness, care, and friendliness. The predominant 
dissatisfiers were integrity, reliability, responsiveness/availability, and functionality. 
Responsiveness was a key quality determinant in providing satisfaction, and the lack of it 
was a major source of dissatisfaction. Reliability was second in importance as a dissatisfier. 
In summary, all the above mentioned authors provided evidence that certain factors 
had more pronounced effect on satisfaction and other factors tended to be more associated 
with dissatisfaction. However, these studies classified attributes according to their power to 
affect only satisfaction and dissatisfaction and failed to provide theoretical motivations to 
observed asymmetrical effects in terms of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Therefore, the 
existing body of knowledge in this area seems to be incomplete and missing important 
explanations. 
 
Non-linear relationship between attribute-level performance and CS 
Although CS literature mostly defines the relationship between attribute performance 
and CS as linear, several studies indicate that such a relationship does not always hold true. 
These studies provide evidence of non-linear associations between these two constructs (Hui, 
Zhao, Fan, & Au, 2004; Mittal, Ross, & Baldasare, 1998; Oliva, Oliver, & MacMillan, 
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1992).  These studies took into account the evidence provided by supporters of the two-factor 
view on CS and attempted to fill in some conceptual gaps left in the previous studies. The 
authors examined asymmetrical effects of attributes in terms of creating feelings of 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction through the conceptualization of the relationships between 
attribute-level performance and CS as non-linear.   
The study conducted by Mittal et al. (1998) showed that satisfaction was affected 
asymmetrically by attribute level performance and disconfirmation. The key implication of 
this study can be summarized as following: “although positive and negative performance on 
an attribute are two sides of the same coin, each side of the coin buys different amount of 
overall satisfaction” (p.45). The authors also pointed out the need to identify why the 
magnitude of the asymmetry was different for different attributes.  
Mittal et al. (1998) also raised a very important question: was the observed 
asymmetry related to the specific qualities of an attribute?  Though leaving this question 
unanswered, the authors made references to the study by Kahn and Meyer (1991) stating that 
attributes can be utility-preserving, also known as core attributes (Levitt, 1983; Kotler et al, 
2003) that seem to have a stronger association with dissatisfaction, or utility-enhancing or 
facilitating attributes that have a higher potential for creating satisfaction (Levitt, 1983).   
Chowdhary and Prakash (2005) also examined the asymmetric impact of attribute 
performance on customers’ evaluations and proposed a slightly different classification of 
attributes. They classified attributes as vantage or qualifying depending upon the state and 
nature of competition. According to this study, attributes can be divided into vantage factors 
that enable offerings to qualify for competition and qualifying factors that put companies 
above competition by motivating customers to consume the offerings as opposed to those of 
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the competitor. Though this classification provided a distinct view on the division of 
attributes, it complied well with the satisfiers /dissatisfiers and core/facilitating topologies in 
a way that when the performance of the qualifying factors was below the acceptable level, 
consumers felt dissatisfied regardless of the performance of the vantage factors. 
To summarize, all these studies advocate the asymmetry between different levels of 
negative and positive attribute performance and satisfaction such that a good performance 
along some attribute dimensions does not necessarily lead to consumer satisfaction and an 
inadequate performance does not automatically initiate consumer dissatisfaction. They also 
provided some categorization of attributes in terms of their effect on satisfaction and 
dissatisfaction.  For dissatisfying/ core/ qualifying group of attributes, adequate performance 
seems to have a non-significant impact on satisfaction. For these attributes it seems that there 
is no additional benefit in exceeding customer expectations or standards, though the negative 
consequences of not meeting these parameters are relatively high. On the other hand, 
satisfying/facilitating/ vantage attributes have a high positive effect on CS especially when 
combined with adequate performance on the dissatisfying/core/ qualifying attributes. 
It is also important to mention that it appears, in spite of different labeling, that 
dissatisfying/ core/ qualifying attributes refer to the same group of features which provides 
basic functions an offering is required to deliver, a must that is expected by consumers to be 
present. On the other hand, satisfying/facilitating/ vantage attributes represent a group of 
factors that supports basic functions but rather provides intangible benefits and mostly 
consists of embellishments to customer expectations.  
Another conclusion from these studies is that the validity of the attribute 
categorizations exclusively in terms of satisfaction and dissatisfaction seems problematic. In 
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most cases, attributes could not be categorized solely as reasons for satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction. Such categorization reveals a highly inconsistent pattern. Consumers’ 
perceptions and standards change over time as competition constantly raises industry bars 
(Oliver, 1997). Additionally, perceptions also tend to be extremely contextual. That is 
perhaps why studies replicating two-factor theory in different contexts have produced 
inconsistent results (Johnston, 1995; Maddox, 1981).  
As suggested by Chowdhary and Prakash (2005), attributes cannot be classified 
strictly as satisfiers (facilitators) and dissatisfiers (core) because, as industries evolve, some 
factors that were showing satisfiers qualities become a norm and start having increasingly 
lower positive effects on CS. Attributes are evolving and their perceived performance may 
result in satisfaction or dissatisfaction depending on many conditions. For example, such a 
categorization can be difficult due to type of industry, variation in the nature of services 
(labor or capital intensity), or state of competition.  As it was mentioned in the previous 
sections, attributes tend to migrate from one category into another as customers’ standards 
progress (Levitt, 1983; Oliver, 1997). For example, shampoo provided in a hotel room was a 
facilitating factor a number of years ago; however, today it is a requirement for the lodging 
industry and, thus, can be qualified as a core feature.  
Although strong evidence that attribute-level performance has asymmetric effects on 
CS seems to exist, no theoretical explanation to the observed effects has been provided. This 
is an important gap in the consumer behavior research because from a theoretical and 
practical perspective it is essential to understand why there is a difference in the customer’s 
reaction to perceived attribute performance. It is still unclear why customers are very 
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particular about inadequate performance of some factors but show indifference when these 
features performed adequately.  
The only study that provided some possible theoretical explanation was conducted by 
Hui et al. (2004) and it included interaction effects between variables as a possible 
explanation for the observed asymmetry. Hui et al. categorized service attributes similarly to 
Chowdhary and Prakash (2005) into two categories: outcome quality attributes, similar to 
facilitating or vantage factors, the attributes moving a product or service ahead of 
competitors, and process quality attributes corresponding with core or qualifying factors, the 
attributes that were necessary to stay in a competitive pool. Then they examined if interactive 
effects between these two types of attributes would follow the pattern predicted by either the 
two-factor theory that stated that qualifying and vantage factors had asymmetrical effects on 
CS, or the fairness heuristic theory that stated that fairness and trust in the provider should 
moderate the effect of attributes on repatronage intentions. Hui et al. found support for the 
two-factor view showing a significant interactive effect between qualifying and vantage 
factors, but refuted the interaction pattern predicted by the fairness heuristic theory.   
Although noteworthy, Hui et al.’s study had a certain shortcoming. The consideration 
of service attributes was somewhat limited given that their experiment manipulated only two 
service attributes: the sales representative’s behavior (core attribute) as either favorable or 
unfavorable and speed of delivery (facilitating attribute) as either adequate or inadequate. 
Therefore, an attempt to look at service attributes’ interaction effects more broadly, in view 
of not only service quality but also CS, deserves closer attention.   
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The proposed model and research hypotheses  
Based on the discussion above, the following model (Figure 1.1) represented the 
hypothesized relationships among the constructs that need to be tested and analyzed in this 
study.  
 
Figure 1.1. Research Model: Relationship between attribute performance and CS 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Customer Satisfaction 
 
Core attributes 
Facilitating attributes 
 
In this study, service attributes were categorized into two groups, facilitating and core 
(Kotler et al, 2003; Levitt, 1983; Mittal et al, 1998), similar to vantage and qualifying 
attributes of service quality by Hui et al. (2004) and Chowdhary and Prakash (2005). This 
decision was primarily based on the fact that the core/facilitating categorization was most 
commonly used in the marketing area, specifically in the CS literature.  
The core attributes are the attributes that are important to customers but have less 
pronounced positive effects on CS when performed adequately because their presence alone 
no longer attracts the consumers, but only qualifies for the competition. On the other hand, 
core attributes have strong negative effects when their performance is unfavorable, and their 
absence would alienate customers because this group of attributes has a narrow zone of 
tolerance (Johnston, 1995). As suggested by the two-factor theory, inadequate core attribute 
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performance tends to be strongly associated with dissatisfaction; however, when core 
attributes perform adequately, they have a decreasing or no effect on CS (Hui et al., 2004). 
Customers’ evaluations are also substantially influenced by facilitating attributes as 
differentiators of a particular offering and, at the same time, consumers are more tolerant 
about an inadequate performance of facilitating attributes (Cadotte & Turgeon, 1988; Oliver, 
1997). Facilitating attributes tend to correspond with satisfaction when performing well, but 
have no or a decreasing effect on CS when performing poorly.  
Based on the expected effects of core and facilitating attribute performance above, the 
following hypotheses were proposed to examine the effects of core and facilitating attributes 
on CS: 
 
H1: When both groups of attributes perform above the acceptable level, core attribute 
performance has a weaker positive effect on CS than facilitating attribute 
performance. 
H2: Core attributes performing below the acceptable level have a greater impact on CS 
than core attributes performing above the acceptable level. 
H3: Facilitating attributes performing above the acceptable level have a greater impact 
on CS than facilitating attributes performing below the acceptable level. 
 
 Several studies suggested that facilitating attributes tended to have a stronger positive 
effect on CS when core attributes performed above the expected level (Cadotte & Turgeon, 
1988; Chowdhary & Prakash, 2005). When the strength or direction of relationships between 
constructs changes under certain conditions, it is a strong indication of the presence of an 
interaction between the constructs, or moderator effects (Baron & Kenny, 1986). However, 
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existing studies on the topic had a non-experimental nature, studied different moderators of 
CS, or were conducted only in the context of service quality. Therefore, there is a further 
need to understand the relationship between attribute-level performance and CS and to test if 
core attributes have a moderating effect on the relationship between facilitating attributes and 
CS. 
 The following hypothesis is proposed to test the moderator effect of core attributes 
on the relationship between facilitating attributes and CS: 
 
H4: Core attribute performance moderate the effect of facilitating attribute 
performance on CS. Specifically, facilitating attribute performance have stronger 
effects on CS when core attribute performance is above the acceptable level than 
when core attribute performance is below the acceptable level. 
 
This section provided a review of literature on CS, attribute-level performance, and 
the nature of the relationship between these constructs. The review revealed that 
understanding the relationship between attribute performance and CS as linear might be 
misleading when evidence showed that attributes had asymmetric effects on CS. Moderator 
effects were proposed as a possible explanation for the non-linear relationship between CS 
and attribute-level performance. The four proposed hypotheses reflect this assumption and 
describe the direction of the relationships.  
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CHAPTER III. RESEARCH METHODS 
 
 
Chapter three presents study methods, including the research design, instrument 
development, measures, sampling, pretest, and data collection.  Data analysis consisted of 
two parts: preliminary analysis and main analysis.  Preliminary analysis included a pilot test 
and an instrument pre-test, assessment of reliability, and factor analysis. Main analysis 
involved analysis of variance and regression to test the proposed model and research 
hypotheses.  
 
Research design 
An experimental design was applied to collect data for testing the proposed research 
hypotheses. The design employed a role-play of a customer whose hotel stay experience was 
described in a written scenario. The experiment was a 3 (core attributes performance: 
excellent, acceptable, poor) x 3 (facilitating attributes performance: excellent, acceptable, 
poor) between-subjects factorial design.  
The research utilized an on-line format. All participants were given a survey link and 
asked to complete an on-line survey. The respondents were randomly assigned to one of the 
nine scenarios. After reading the assigned scenario the respondents completed a 
questionnaire that contained the same set of questions for all scenarios and that was designed 
to measure the effectiveness of the experimental manipulations and their effects on the 
dependent construct, i.e., CS (see Appendix C). 
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Instrument development 
A pilot test was conducted to determine whether the set of attributes would represent 
core and facilitating groups. A questionnaire developed for this purpose consisted of two 
parts. The first section contained open-ended questions asking respondents to name attributes 
that they would consider absolute necessities for two situations, a business and a vacation 
travel, and also to name attributes that they would like to have even if not necessary in the 
same context.  
The second part of the questionnaire contained a list of forty three attributes identified 
by Poon and Low (2005) and Shanka and Taylor (2003) that the respondents had to assign 
into one of the three categories: “absolute must, otherwise look for another hotel,”  “would 
be nice to have, even if not necessary,” and  “not interested at all.” The respondents were 
asked to rate the attributes in the context of two settings, again business and vacation. 
Appendix A includes the pilot test questionnaire. 
The pilot test was conducted with a random sample of 170 Iowa State University (ISU) 
faculty and staff members, yielding 45 usable questionnaires. This number of responses was 
considered sufficient according to recommendations of Gaur and Gaur (2006). Frequency 
analysis was used to analyze the answers provided in both sections of the pilot test 
questionnaire. Chi-square tests were used to analyze the responses provided in the second part 
to examine if there was a difference in attribute categorization between the business and 
vacation contexts. Appendix B provides a summary of the pilot test results.  
Four attributes that were most consistently defined as “absolute musts” for both the 
vacation and business contexts included room cleanliness, bed/pillow comfort, property 
safety, and responsiveness of essential personnel; they were used as core attributes in the 
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experiment. These attributes have also been reported as absolute requirements or industry 
norms that were expected by all customers when experiencing a hotel stay (Barsky & Nash, 
2003; Cadotte & Turgeon, 1988; Shanka & Taylor, 2003). These features represent the 
central benefit or purpose for which a consumer buys a hotel room and provide basic 
functions that a hotel offering is required to deliver and, therefore, could qualify as core 
attributes. 
Facilitating attributes identified in the pilot test and used for experimental 
manipulation included personalized services (customized bathroom amenities and firmness 
of pillows, breakfast-on-the-go), complimentary snacks, ambience of public facilities, and 
hot tub/sauna. These attributes were most consistently identified as “nice to have even if not 
necessary” in the pilot test and were considered facilitating attributes. They were shown to 
provide tangible and intangible benefits or embellishments to a hotel offering not only in the 
pilot test but also in other studies (Cadotte & Turgeon, 1988; Shanka & Taylor, 2003). 
 The eight attributes specified above were used in nine scenarios describing a 
hypothetical hotel experience of a vacation traveler in a mid-priced ($90-$150) popular chain 
hotel. A vacation context was used because people have fewer opportunities for business 
travels than for vacation travels. Therefore, more respondents would be able to relate to a 
hotel stay situation on a vacation. The mid-price range and popular chain hotel conditions 
were also selected because more respondents would be familiar with such conditions. 
Experimental manipulation included three levels of attribute-level performance: 
excellent, acceptable, and poor. Manipulations of all four core and all four facilitating 
attributes were conducted in a consistent direction in each scenario; all four attributes were 
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described as excellent, acceptable, or poor. Table 3.1 summarizes the scenarios. The full 
scenarios appear in Appendix C.  
 
Table 3.1. Scenarios for Treatment Groups 
 
Attributes 
 
 
Attributes 
Condition 
 
Provided Information 
 
Scenario a 
 
Excellent 
(High ) 
 
 
 Clean room/ bathroom 
 Comfortable bed/pillows 
 Safe and secure property 
 Responsive essential personnel  
 
 
1, 2, 3 
Acceptable 
(Medium) 
 Moderately clean room/ bathroom 
 Adequately comfortable bed/pillows 
 Partial safety features employed  
 Moderately responsive essential personnel 
 
4, 5, 6 
 
Core 
Poor 
(Low) 
 Dirty room/ bathroom 
 Uncomfortable bed/pillows 
 Safety features not employed 
 Essential personnel not responsive 
 
7, 8, 9 
Excellent 
(High) 
 
 Personalized services (customized firmness of 
pillows/ bathroom amenities, breakfast-on-the-go ) 
 Complimentary snacks 
 Good ambiance of public facilities 
 Jacuzzi and hot tub 
 
1, 4, 7 
Acceptable 
(Medium) 
 Limited personalized services (firmness of pillows) 
 Some complimentary snacks 
 Adequate ambiance of public facilities 
 Partially functioning jacuzzi/ hot tub 
 
2, 5, 8 
Facilitating 
Poor 
(Low) 
 No personalized services  
 Damaged complimentary snacks 
 Unpleasant ambience of public facilities 
 No jacuzzi/hot tub 
 
3, 6, 9 
 
a 1- Excellent core, excellent facilitating; 2 - Excellent core, acceptable facilitating; 3- Excellent core, poor 
facilitating; 4- Acceptable core, excellent facilitating; 5- Acceptable core, acceptable facilitating; 6- 
Acceptable core, poor facilitating; 7- Poor core, excellent facilitating; 8- Poor core, acceptable facilitating; 9- 
Poor core, poor facilitating 
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Measures 
 
All nine scenarios contained the same set of questions that were split into two 
sections. The first section included questions evaluating attribute performances described in 
the assigned scenarios as well as five questions evaluating the level of satisfaction with the 
hypothetical hotel stay. The second section included a set of questions characterizing 
demographic profiles of the respondents and a question about how they found out about the 
study. 
The eight attribute performance (i.e., four core and four facilitating) items were 
evaluated on a seven-point “poor-excellent” rating scale with a higher rating indicating a 
better performance of the construct being measured (Preston & Colman, 2000). The study 
used a multiple-item scale to measure CS that was adopted from Söderlund (2006). The 
satisfaction scale included five questions measured also on a seven-point scale (see Appendix 
C).  
Five faculty members reviewed the instrument to ensure that the scenarios and the 
questionnaire design, wording, and measurement scales were appropriate. The instrument 
was also tested with a sample of graduate students to check the clarity and appropriateness of 
the items included in the questionnaire. The instrument and methods were approved by the 
ISU Institutional Review Board (see Appendix D). 
 
Pretest 
A pre-test was conducted to assess the proposed categorization of attributes, 
experimental manipulations, and the reliability of the measures. A paper-based version of the 
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research instrument was distributed to Mary Greeley hospital employees and visitors and 72 
usable questionnaires were obtained. This sample was used because Mary Greeley employees 
and visitors represented people traveling with medium frequency, mostly for vacation 
purposes, and staying in mid-priced hotels, which complied with the context of the scenarios.  
  Factor analysis performed on the eight performance attributes supported the division 
of the attributes into core and facilitating as it was originally proposed. The Kaiser-Mayer-
Olkin (KMO) test was performed to examine sampling adequacy for factor analysis. The 
obtained KMO value was .889 and exceeded a recommended acceptable level of .7 (George 
& Mallery, 2001). Factor one included core attributes: room cleanliness, bed/pillow comfort, 
property safety, and responsiveness of essential personnel (Eigenvalue = 5.038: 58.11% of 
explained variance). Factor two included facilitating attributes: personalized services, 
complimentary snacks, ambience of public facilities, and hot tub/ sauna (Eigenvalue =2.234: 
29.80% of explained variance). 
A reliability test for the 5 satisfaction measurement items showed that this multiple-
item scale was reliable. Cronbach’s alpha of reliability was .981, which indicated that the 
five items consistently measured CS.   
ANOVA was performed to examine if experimental manipulations would produce 
different levels of responses in different scenarios. The ANOVA results indicated significant 
differences (p<.05) in the attribute performance scores for different manipulation levels: 
excellent, acceptable, and poor (see Table 3.2). Therefore, experimental manipulations were 
considered satisfactory. 
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Table 3.2. ANOVA results for different attribute manipulation levels (n=72) 
 
Attribute  
 
Level Mean SD 
 
F a 
 
Excellent 
 
6.33 
 
.86 
Acceptable 4.67      1.04 
                                                              
Room cleanliness                                   
Poor 1.45 .66 
 
193.19* 
H, M, L b 
Excellent 6.54 .66 
Acceptable 5.41      1.10 Bed/pillow comfort 
Poor 1.62  .97 
 
184.95* 
H, M, L b 
Excellent 6.33 .82 
Acceptable 4.66      1.57 Property safety 
Poor 1.58 .93 
 
103.97* 
H, M, L b 
Excellent 6.41      1.01 
Acceptable 4.34      1.05 Responsiveness of essential personnel
Poor 1.58 .72 
 
159.55* 
H, M, L b 
Excellent 6.04      1.26 
Acceptable 3.23      1.45 Personalized services 
Poor 1.67      1.09 
 
72.78* 
H, M, L b 
Excellent 5.87      1.29 
Acceptable 3.79      1.38 Complimentary snacks 
Poor 1.54        .83 
 
78.93* 
H, M, L b 
Excellent 6.79        .41 
Acceptable 3.20      1.31 Ambience of public facilities 
Poor 2.20      1.10 
 
133.81* 
H, M, L b 
Excellent 6.62 .49 
Acceptable 3.66      1.60 Hot tub/sauna 
 Poor 1.33 .82 
 
145.05* 
H, M, L b 
a   P-value < .05 for all values with an * mark.  
b  Pair-wise mean comparison for three attribute performance levels, excellent (H), acceptable (M), and poor (L) 
showed significant mean differences (p<.05) 
 
 
Sample and data collection 
The ISU faculty and staff were asked to participate in the study via e-mail containing 
a brief message about the procedures and the link to the study Web-site. Relatively similar in 
terms of income, education level, marital status, and travel patterns, the sample of ISU 
faculty and staff was considered appropriate for this study because such a sample could 
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reduce the likelihood of extraneous variables affecting experiment results (Greenberg et al., 
1987; Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991).  
Respondents participated in the study voluntarily and were assured of confidentiality 
of their responses. As an incentive for participation in the study, the participants were offered 
to enter their email addresses or phone numbers in a drawing for three gift certificates 
redeemable at a local store of their choice. The respondents were aware of the nominal value 
of the incentives, which was $100 for one of the certificates and $50 each for the other two 
certificates. 
An invitation to the study was sent to 5,567 people and 1,080 useable responses were 
obtained yielding a 19.5% response rate. No reminders were sent. The responses were 
automatically transferred into a spreadsheet program for further analyses. The automatic data 
entry provided several advantages: it reduced both the time of data collection and the 
likelihood of data entry errors (Medin, Roy, & Ann, 1999).  
 
 
Data analysis 
Preliminary Analysis  
Missing data, normality, sampling adequacy, reliability, and attribute dimensionality 
were checked during the preliminary analysis phase. Kurtosis and skewness were evaluated 
to assess normality of the distribution of each variable. Kurtosis showed if the data were 
peaked or flat in comparison to a normal distribution (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2003). 
Skewness represented the degree to which a distribution of responses was symmetric around 
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the mean. Values of kurtosis and skewness that fell within ± 1.0 were considered excellent 
and those within ± 2.0 acceptable (George & Mallery, 2001).  
The Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin (KMO) test and Barlett’s Test of Sphericity (BTS) were 
used to examine sampling adequacy for factor analysis. Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin values of .70 
and larger were considered acceptable (George & Mallery, 2001). Barlett’s Test of Sphericity 
statistic with significant chi-squares for all constructs (p < .05) indicated that the correlation 
matrix was not an identity matrix, which was desired for factor analysis.  
Cronbach’s alpha (α) was computed to assess the reliability of the multiple item 
satisfaction scale included in the instrument. Cronbach’s α larger than .70 was considered 
acceptable as suggested by Nunnally (1978) and Pedhazur and Schmelkin (1991). 
Factor analysis was used to examine if the eight attributes could be split into two factors, 
core and facilitating, as purported in the study. Eigen values larger than 1.0 and factor 
loadings larger than ±.4 were considered acceptable (Gaur & Gaur, 2006). 
 
Hypothesis tests 
 Univariate analysis of variance was used to check the effectiveness of the 
experimental manipulations and to examine the effects of core and facilitating attributes on 
CS (Hand & Taylor, 1987). Comparisons of CS means under different attribute performance 
conditions were used to test Hypotheses 2 and 3; a p-value of less than 0.05 was used as the 
decision criterion. 
Regression analysis was used to test the proposed strength of the relationships among 
variables in Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 4. The effects of core attributes and facilitating 
attributes were analyzed including an interaction term between core and facilitating attributes 
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in the regression equation, as suggested by Baron and Kenny (1986), and also in two sets of 
regressions: with a single independent variable, core or facilitating for Hypothesis 1 and with 
two independent variables, core and facilitating, for Hypothesis 4. To reduce potential 
multicollinearity effects when including the interaction term, the independent variables were 
mean-centered (Cronbach, 1987). 
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CHAPTER IV. RESULTS 
 
This chapter presents the results of the study and consists of the following parts: 
demographic description of the sample, descriptive statistics and normality analysis, 
sampling adequacy, scale reliability analysis, factor analysis, and hypotheses tests. 
Demographic description of the sample sketches profiles of the respondents; descriptive 
statistics includes item-specific descriptive statistics such as means and standard deviations; 
normality tests examine the skewness and kurtosis of the obtained data; sampling adequacy 
presents and discusses the results of the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin test and the results of Barlett’s 
Test of Sphericity; scale reliability examines the internal consistency of the multiple-item 
satisfaction scale; factor analysis examines dimensionality of the performance attributes; and 
hypotheses tests present and discuss the results of the hypothesis tests. 
 
Demographic description of the sample 
The study sample was 1,080 ISU faculty and staff members, as a result of 19.5% 
response rate. Approximately 60.0% of the respondents were females. The average age was 
46 and the majority of respondents were in their 40s and 50s (53.0% of the respondents aged 
between 30 and 50 and 30.0% between 50 and 60). Most respondents were married (76.4%).  
Annual household income ranged from $60,000 to $100,000 for 42.5% of the respondents, 
from $30,000 to $60,000 for 26.3%, and more than $100,000 per year for 24.4%. The level 
of education varied among the respondents, but most of them had a college or post-graduate 
degree (29.8% and 55.0%).  
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On average, the respondents stayed 7 nights per year at a hotel on business trips and 8 
nights per year for leisure purposes. The majority of the respondents paid from $50 to $150 
for a hotel room on a business trip (80.6%) and from $50 to $100 for a hotel room on a 
vacation (59.6%). The information provided by the respondents confirmed that although the 
percentage of females and education level were higher than the typical lodging customer, the 
overall sample profile matched closely the general hotel guest profile based on the other 
demographic characteristics examined in this study (American Hotel & Lodging Association, 
2006). Table 4.1 summarizes the respondents’ demographic profiles. 
 
Table 4.1. Characteristics of the sample (N=1,080) 
 
 
Category       n   % a 
 
 
Gender 
Female         644   59.6 
Male             433   40.1 
Unidentified                                                                                3                                0.3 
 
 
Household income  
Under $30,000                                                   25     2.3 
$30,001 – $60,000                      284              26.3 
$60,001– $100,000      459   42.5 
Over $100,000                                                                        264   24.4 
Unidentified          48     4.4 
 
 
Education level  
High school graduate        36     3.3 
Some college                                                     322   29.8 
College graduate                 124   11.5 
Post graduate (Master’s or Doctorate)              594   55.0 
Unidentified            4     0.4        
                                                                                                                                                              
a Percentage may not total to 100% because of missing values.  
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Table 4.1 (continued) 
 
Category       n   % a 
 
 
Marital status  
Married                 825     76.4 
Not married                 244     22.6 
Unidentified         11       1.0 
 
Age (mean=46.03; mode=50.0; range= 21-74) 
 
17-30                             108      10.0 
31-40                  238     22.0 
41-50                             335     31.0 
51-60                  324     30.0 
61-74         75       7.0 
 
Stays in hotels per year for business purposes 
 
1-3 times per year                                                                  137                                 12.7              
4-10 times per year                                                                610                                 56.5 
More than 10 times per year                                                  276                                 25.6 
Unidentified         57       5.3 
 
Stays in hotels per year for leisure purposes 
 
1-3 times per year                                                                    62                                   5.7              
4-10 times per year                                                                629                                 58.2 
More than 10 times per year                                                  373                                 34.5 
Unidentified         16       1.5 
 
Spending on a hotel room when traveling for business purposes  
 
Less than $50 per night                                                              8                                   0.7 
$50-$100 per night                                                                 435                                 40.3 
$101-$150 per night                                                               435                                 40.3 
$151-$200 per night                                                                 24                                   2.2 
More than $200 per night                                                       109                                 10.1 
Unidentified          68        6.3 
  
Spending on a hotel room when traveling for leisure purposes  
 
Less than $50 per night                                                              7                                   0.6 
$50-$100 per night                                                                 644                                 59.6 
$101-$150 per night                                                               347                                 32.1 
$151-$200 per night                                                                 42                                   3.9 
More than $200 per night                                                           9                                   0.8 
Unidentified          31        2.9 
 
      
a Percentage may not total to 100% because of missing values.  
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Sampling adequacy  
Analysis of sampling adequacy was conducted to see whether the performance 
attributes were suitable for factor analysis. The obtained value of the Kaiser-Mayer-Olkin 
test was .886 and exceeded a recommended acceptable level of .7 (George & Mallery, 2001), 
indicating that factor analysis on the data would be appropriate.  
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity for attribute performance items produced a significant 
chi-square value (11,414.52, p < .05), indicating that the correlation matrix was not an 
identity matrix and was suitable for conducting factor analysis.  
 
 
Descriptive statistics and normality analysis  
Table 4.2 presents descriptive statistics and results of kurtosis and skewness tests of 
the data. The responses to each attribute performance and satisfaction measurement items 
ranged from 1 (most negative evaluation) to 7 (most positive evaluation). The mean values 
ranged from 1.31 to 6.28, showing an expected pattern. The standard deviations ranged from 
.62 to 2.21, demonstrating a rather wide range. 
The kurtosis values for most items were within the positive cutoff value, indicating 
proximity to normal distribution; for some items the kurtosis values were negative, implying 
a slightly flatter than normal distribution. Although for several items the skewness and 
kurtosis values were larger than two standard errors, values for all items fell inside the 
recommended acceptable boundaries of ± 2.0  (George & Mallery, 2001).  
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Table 4.2. Item-specific descriptive statistics and normality analysis (N=1,080) 
 
Skewness 
 
 
Kurtosis 
 Item 
Attribute 
Condition c Mean SD 
Statistic SE Statistic SE 
 
Cleanliness a 
 
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
6.27 
4.45 
1.32 
  .82 
1.03 
  .62 
 -.95 
 -.32 
1.76 
.13 
.13 
.13 
  .43 
  .39 
1.41 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Condition of bed and 
pillows a  
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
6.21 
4.27 
1.49 
  .87 
1.11 
  .88 
-1.24 
  -.39 
 1.62 
.13 
.13 
.13 
1.09 
   -.08 
1.88 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Safety and security a  
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
6.11 
4.02 
1.55 
  .99 
1.19 
  .87 
-1.34 
  -.05 
 1.86 
 .13 
.13 
.13 
1.23 
-.41 
1.98 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Responsiveness of front 
desk personnel a  
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
6.28 
4.06 
1.47 
  .95 
1.22 
  .74 
-1.80 
  -.22 
 1.66 
.13 
.13 
.13 
1.46 
 -.01 
1.65 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Personalized services b 
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
5.50 
2.71 
1.86 
1.63 
1.44 
1.15 
-1.07 
   .39 
 1.43 
.13 
.13 
.13 
 .22 
-.75 
1.98 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Complementary snacks b  
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
5.64 
3.57 
1.74 
1.42 
1.49 
  .97 
-1.06 
  -.01 
   .61 
 .13 
.13 
.13 
-.64 
 .56 
1.32 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Appearance of lobby b  
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
6.05 
3.02 
2.17 
1.15 
1.49 
1.08 
-1.85 
   .04 
   .61 
.13 
.13 
.13 
1.61 
-.48 
-.09 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Hot tub and sauna b  
 
High 
Medium 
Low 
 
5.98 
2.87 
1.49 
1.11 
1.17 
  .99 
-1.56 
   .16 
 1.20 
.13 
.13 
.13 
1.71 
 -.10 
1.69 
.26 
.26 
.26 
Satisfaction item1 
 
N/A 3.67 1.89   .09 .07 -1.13 .15 
Satisfaction item 2 
 
N/A 3.59 2.00   .15 .07 -1.23 .15 
Satisfaction item 3 
 
N/A 3.42 1.94   .27 .07 -1.20 .15 
Satisfaction item 4 
 
N/A 3.39 2.07   .25 .07 -1.30 .15 
Satisfaction item 5 
 
N/A 3.41 2.12   .27 .07 -1.36 .15 
a   Core attributes 
b  Facilitating attributes 
c  High = excellent performance, or above the acceptable level;  
   Medium = acceptable performance;  
   Low = poor performance, or below the acceptable level. 
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Reliability analysis 
Cronbach’s alpha was computed to evaluate the reliability of the five satisfaction 
items. The obtained Cronbach’s alpha was .98, which was above the recommended value of 
.70 for acceptably reliable scales. This alpha coefficient indicated high internal consistency 
among the satisfaction measures and supported aggregation of the five items for use in the 
subsequent analysis (Nunnally, 1978). Table 4.3 presents the results of the reliability analysis 
and includes item mean, standard deviation, item-to-total correlations, and alpha values.  
Exploratory factor analysis was conducted for further confirmation of the aggregation 
of the satisfaction items and showed that all items loaded as one factor (Eigenvalue 4.58, 
91.59% of variance explained), thus, providing additional support for combining the 
satisfaction items. 
 
Table 4.3. Satisfaction scale reliability  
 
Item a Mean SD 
Item-to-total 
correlations 
 
Cronbach’s alpha 
 
 
Satisfaction 1 b 
 
 
3.67 
 
1.90 
 
.94 
Satisfaction 2 
 
3.59 1.99 .94 
Satisfaction 3 
 
3.42 1.95 .88 
Satisfaction 4 
 
3.39 2.07 .95 
 
Satisfaction 5 
 
 
3.40 
 
2.21 
 
.94 
 
.98 
 
a   Item scores range from 1 to 7.  
b The items in the table refer to the questions 9-13 of the research instrument. 
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Factor analysis 
 Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed to examine the dimensionality of 
the attribute performance items across different performance levels as experimented. Two 
factors were identified. Clean room/ bathroom, comfortable bed/pillows, safe and secure 
property, and responsiveness of essential personnel loaded on the same factor forming a core 
attribute dimension as expected. Personalized services, complimentary snacks, ambiance of 
public facilities, and jacuzzi/hot tub items loaded on the other factor forming the dimension 
of facilitating attributes. Table 4.4 summarizes the factor analysis results. As it was in the 
case of CS scores, core and facilitating attributes were each averaged to form a composite 
score representing the core and facilitating dimensions for use in the subsequent analyses.  
 
Table 4.4. EFA results 
  
Rotated factor 
loadings b 
Cronbach’s 
alpha Factor 
Eigenvalue 
(% of variance) a Items 
1 2  
 
Cleanliness 
 
.96 
 
.18 
Bed/pillows .94 .19 
Front desk .91 .23 
 
 
Core  
 
 
5.15 
(64.35%) 
Safety and security .90 .23 
.974 
 
Personalized services .10 .95 
Hot tub/sauna .17 .92 
Public areas .25 .86 
 
 
Facilitating
 
 
2.11 
(26.38%) 
Complementary snacks 
 
.33 .84 
.953  
a  Maximum Likelihood extraction method 
b Varimax rotation method 
 
Hypothesis tests 
Hypothesis 1 
  To test if core attribute performance had a weaker positive effect on CS than 
facilitating attribute performance when both groups of attributes performed above the 
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acceptable level, a scenario when both core and facilitating dimensions performed above the 
acceptable level (HCHF) was used.  In this particular case, the test of the difference between 
CS means could not be used because only one CS mean was available within one scenario, 
and, thus, a regression approach that allowed a comparison of two variable effects on CS was 
employed. 
Initial tests of the data showed high correlations between the independent variables, 
core and facilitating attributes and their interaction term (see Appendix E). Such a condition 
implied multicollinearity issues among the variables and, therefore, using unstable regression 
coefficients obtained from the model with both core and facilitating attributes appeared 
inappropriate. Therefore, a new set of regressions was necessary to obtain more unbiased 
beta coefficients. To this end, CS was regressed separately on the core variable and the 
facilitating variable to derive an individual effect of the core and facilitating variables on CS 
so as to test Hypothesis 1(see Table 4.5). 
To examine the proposed strength and asymmetry of the attribute performance 
effects, the difference between two beta coefficients was tested applying the following 
formulas:  
t =  
21
)( 21
bbS
bb
−
−
 , 
and  S b1 - b2 = )2( 122211 CCC −+  
where b1 and b2 are standardized regression coefficients from the two sets of regressions 
described above that share the same sample and dependent variable (CS), but differ in 
independent variables (core and facilitating attribute performances),   S b1-b2 is the standard 
error of the difference between the two betas, and C11 and  C22 are squared standard errors of 
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the betas or the diagonal elements of the covariance matrix of the betas and C12 is the off-
diagonal element of the covariance matrix of the betas (Pedhazur, 1997).  
 
Table 4.5. Hypothesis 1 test results 
 
Condition a Beta SE C12 b t-value Sig.  
 
HCHF: Core 
 
.55 .08 
Facilitating .54 .08 
-.016 .21 .74 
 
a H-excellent,  L-poor, M-acceptable , C-core attributes, F-facilitating attributes 
b C12 is the off-diagonal element of the covariance matrix of betas. 
No significant difference between beta coefficients for core and facilitating 
dimensions (p> .05) was identified. Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was not supported.  
         
             Hypothesis 2 
To test if core attribute performance that was below acceptable level had a greater 
impact on CS than core attribute performance that was above the acceptable level, the 
conditions when the core dimension performed below and above the acceptable levels were 
compared in terms of CS mean values within the same facilitating dimension conditions (see 
Table 4.6). The results indicated significant differences (p<.05) in the CS scores for all 
compared attribute performance conditions. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was supported.  
Table 4.6. Hypothesis 2 test results 
 
Condition a CS cell mean t-value 
 
Sig 
 
HCHF 6.51 
LCHF 1.72 
60.01 .00 
    
HCMF 4.86 
LCMF 1.40 31.26 .00 
    
HCLF 4.03 
LCLF 1.26 27.11 .00 
    
a H-excellent,  L-poor, M-acceptable, C-core attributes, F-facilitating attributes 
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             Hypothesis 3 
To test if facilitating attribute performance above the acceptable level had a greater 
impact on CS than facilitating attribute performance below the acceptable level, the 
conditions when the facilitating dimension’s performance was below and above the 
acceptable level were compared in terms of the CS mean values within the same core 
dimension performances (see Table 4.7). The test of CS mean differences indicated that CS 
scores were significantly larger in all the three scenarios in which facilitating attributes 
performed above the acceptable level (p<.05). Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported. 
 
Table 4.7. Hypothesis 3 test results 
 
 
Condition a CS cell mean t-value 
 
Sig. 
 
HCHF 6.51 
HCLF 4.03 
22.42 .00 
    
MCHF 5.26 
MCLF 3.13 17.19 .00 
    
LCHF 1.72 
LCLF 1.26 6.73 .00 
    
a H-excellent (above expectations),  L-poor (below expectations), M-acceptable ( as expected), C-core 
attributes, F-facilitating attributes 
 
              Hypothesis 4 
To examine if core attribute performance moderated the relationship between 
facilitating attribute performance and CS, and facilitating attribute performance had a 
different effect on CS when core attribute performance was above the acceptable level than 
when core performance was below the acceptable level, three sets of regressions were 
conducted. First, CS was regressed on three independent variables: core attribute 
performance, facilitating attribute performance, and the interaction term between core and 
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facilitating performance dimensions (see table 4.8). The results indicated a significant 
interaction (p<.05) between the core and facilitating attribute performance dimensions, thus 
supporting Hypothesis 4.  
 
Table 4.8. Regression with interaction term results for Hypothesis 4 (N=1,080). 
 
Model: CS = core + facilitating + core*facilitating 
 
Factors  B SE Beta t-value Sig. a VIF b 
 
R 2 
        
Core  .69 .01 .76 63.32 .00 1.28 
Facilitating  .31 .01 .32 25.72 .00 1.34 
Core*Facilitating .04 .01 .06  5.63 .00 1.11 
.88 
        
a P-value less than 0.05 was used as an acceptance criterion 
b VIF value less than 10.00 was used as an acceptance criterion 
 
Second, CS was regressed on two independent variables: facilitating attribute 
performance and a dummy variable for core attribute performance that had a value of 1, 
when core attribute performance was above the acceptable level, and a value of 0, when core 
attribute performance was below the acceptable level. Three levels of facilitating attribute 
performance were examined combined and separately (see Table 4.9). 
 
Table 4.9. Regression with dummy variable results for Hypothesis 4 
 
Model: CS = facilitating + core, where  
            core=1 , if core attribute performance is above the acceptable level, and 
            core=0, if core attribute performance is below the acceptable level 
 
Facilitating 
attribute 
performance 
Factors  B SE Beta t-value Sig. a VIF b 
 
R 2 
         
Facilitating  .38 .02 .36 25.38 .00 1.13 Overall 
N = 720 Core 3.16 .06 .74  52.61 .00 1.13 .87 
         
a P-value less than 0.05 was used as an acceptance criterion 
b VIF value less than 10.00 was used as an acceptance criterion 
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Table 4.9. (continued) 
 
Facilitating 
attribute 
performance  
Factors  B SE Beta t-value Sig. a VIF b R 2 
  
 
  
 
   
Facilitating  .21 .04 .11   5.21 .00 1.91 High c  
(N=240) Core 4.41 .11 .89 42.19 .00 1.91 .94 
         
Facilitating  .45 .05 .28  9.06 .00 1.81 Medium c 
(N=240) Core 2.75 .11 .72 23.13 .00 1.81 .87 
         
Facilitating  .37 .06 .19   5.75 .00 1.18 Low c 
(N=240) Core 2.54 .10 .80 24.28 .00 1.18 .79 
         
a P-value less than 0.05 was used as an acceptance criterion 
b VIF value less than 10.00 was used as an acceptance criterion 
c High-excellent, or above the acceptable level; Low -poor, or below the acceptable level; Medium-acceptable 
 
Beta coefficients for the dummy core variable were significant (p<.05) for all four facilitating 
attribute performance conditions. Facilitating attribute performance had different effects on 
CS under different core attribute performance conditions, thus supporting Hypothesis 4.  
Figures 4.1 and 4.2 provide an additional support for Hypothesis 4 and illustrate that 
facilitating attribute performance had different CS response patterns across different core 
attribute performance conditions.  
 
Figure 4.1. Patterns of CS response for different levels of core attribute performance*  
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*The entries in Figure 4.1 display CS cell means for different levels of attribute performance. 
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Figure 4.2. Patterns of CS response for different levels of facilitating attribute performance*  
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*The entries in Figure 4.1 display CS cell means for different levels of attribute performance 
 
CS cell mean was higher when facilitating attribute performance above the acceptable 
level was combined with core attribute performance in the positive range, at or above the 
acceptable level, as shown in Figure 4.1. However when core attribute performance was 
below the acceptable level, there was a small difference in CS cell mean between the poor 
facilitating and excellent facilitating attribute performance conditions. The effect of 
facilitating attribute performance on CS was diminished when core attribute performance fell 
short of the acceptable level.  
The mean pattern’s slopes for the positive facilitating performance conditions were 
significantly steeper when core attribute performance stayed in the positive range (see Figure 
4.2).  Additionally, the distance between CS cell means for excellent and acceptable core 
attribute performance across all three facilitating performance levels (i.e., the top and middle 
lines)  was less than that between the acceptable and poor core attribute performance (i.e., the 
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middle and lowest lines in Figure 4.2). The excellent and acceptable core attribute 
performance lines appeared to follow a similar  pattern, indicating that the moderator effect 
of core attributes on the relationships between facilitating attributes and CS was relatively 
weak at the excellent and acceptable level of core attribute performance; however, it became 
strong at the level of poor core attribute performance.  These comparisons provide additional 
evidence supporting Hypothesis 4. 
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CHAPTER V. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 
 
Discussion 
Evaluating CS is an important task for hospitality practitioners and researchers and an 
accurate measurement of satisfaction is yet to be found (Knutson et al., 2003).  This study 
expanded on what has been previously reported in the CS evaluation literature and attempted 
to advance this topic by examining asymmetric response of CS to different types of 
attributes. Additionally, the study assessed the validity of dividing attributes into two 
categories, core and facilitating, and also examined interaction effects occurring between 
these two attribute categories.  
Results of the study indicated that core and facilitating attributes were two separate 
dimensions that showed different patterns of CS response. The results suggested that 
interaction effects between core and facilitating attributes played a significant role in the 
formation of CS, and supported earlier suggestions that core and facilitating attributes had 
asymmetrical CS response.  
More importantly, the results indicated that moderator effects that core attributes had 
on the relationship between facilitating attributes and CS explained the detected asymmetry, 
thus providing theoretical rationalization to the observed phenomenon. Therefore, conceptual 
relationships proposed and tested in this study provided new knowledge about the 
relationship between attribute performance and CS, and these findings should be accounted 
for while assessing levels of CS and making decisions about how to achieve high levels of 
CS with an optimal amount of resources.  Table 5.1 summarizes the hypotheses and test 
results. 
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Table 5.1. Hypothesis test results. 
Research Hypotheses Result 
H1: 
 
When both groups of attributes perform above the acceptable 
level, core attribute performance has a weaker positive effect 
on CS than facilitating attribute performance. 
 
Not supported 
H2: 
Core attributes performing below the acceptable level have a 
greater impact on CS than core attributes performing above 
the acceptable level. 
Supported 
H3: 
 
Facilitating attributes performing above the acceptable level 
have a greater impact on CS than facilitating attributes 
performing below the acceptable level. 
Supported 
H4: 
 
Core attribute performance will moderate the effect of 
facilitating attribute performance on CS. Specifically, 
facilitating attribute performance will have stronger effects 
on CS when core attribute performance is above the 
acceptable level than when core attribute performance is 
below the acceptable level. 
 
Supported 
   
 
The results of this study were consistent with the results of several prior studies of a non-
experimental nature suggesting that CS was affected asymmetrically by performances of 
different attributes (Cadotte & Turgeon, 1988, Johnston, 1995, Mittal et al, 1998).  Although 
noteworthy and important, these studies had certain flaws; they overemphasized the 
importance of facilitating attributes as these tended to have a greater impact on satisfaction 
and the ability to differentiate from competitors.  
This study provided a different perspective. Even though the effect of core attributes 
was similar to the effect of facilitating attributes when both performed above the expected 
level, the power position of core attributes changed considerably in a situation of inadequate 
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performance and it became apparent that core attributes should not be viewed as less 
influential in terms of effects on CS.  
The effects of core attributes on CS were multifaceted. Core attributes appeared to be 
relatively silent when performing in a positive range (at or above the acceptable level); 
however, their effect on CS become strong when core attributes performed below the 
acceptable level. The results of this study showed that in such cases the magnitude of 
negative effects on CS was larger than the magnitude of positive effects.  
This discrepancy may stem from the nature of core attributes. These attributes are 
considered a norm or an industry standard. Often their importance becomes unobvious 
because consumers become acclimated to the point of indifference to core attributes that may 
be very important but consistently incorporated into all offerings in the market. However, in 
cases of performance failure, core attributes become vocal again and even more important 
because without them an offering loses its fundamental value and becomes inferior.  
That is why previous studies in the area associate core attributes with dissatisfaction 
only and often call this group of attributes dissatisfiers (Johnston, 1995; Levitt, 1983; Swan 
& Combs, 1976). This study provides evidence that this view may be limited. The results 
indicate that core attributes do contribute to satisfaction and are essential for positive 
customer experiences. Therefore, core attributes should not only be associated with 
dissatisfaction, but be given the same attention as that devoted to facilitating attributes. 
Another important feature of core attributes identified in this study stems from their 
moderator role and can be described as enhancing. When core attributes performed in a 
positive range (acceptable - excellent), they boosted the effect of facilitating attributes on CS 
allowing a maximum positive impact of facilitating attribute performance on CS. At the same 
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time, when performing inadequately, core attributes counteracted the positive effects of 
facilitating attributes on CS.  Therefore, efforts and resources spent on facilitating attributes 
may be wasted if there is a failure in core attribute performance. This further substantiates the 
importance of core attributes. 
Facilitating attribute performance is essential, yet should be viewed differently. If 
delivered, these attributes are strongly associated with satisfaction and are what differentiates 
an offering from the rest in the competitive pool (Levitt, 1983). These attributes primarily 
help to attract and hold customers (Chowdhary & Prakash, 2005; Johnston, 1995, Maddox, 
1981). The results indicate that facilitating attributes have powerful effect on CS when 
combined with positive core attribute performance. At the same time, it was shown that if not 
performing well, facilitating attributes have a small effect on CS. 
This raises an issue of attribute performance optimization. The findings suggest that 
in order to achieve optimal resource distribution, core attribute performance should be kept in 
a positive range, or at least maintained at an acceptable level. If this condition is met, 
facilitating attributes will play their positive role and investments into facilitating attributes 
will yield meaningful returns by generating higher levels of CS and a higher competitive 
advantage.  
Close monitoring of resources should also be considered in view of optimization. 
Distribution of resources might need to be shifted from the facilitating category to core 
category to maintain a positive core performance. If not delivered, facilitating attributes will 
only have a small negative impact on CS. Therefore, if needed, the resources should be 
allocated to core attributes that have extensive detrimental effects on CS in case of 
inadequate performance. 
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Another finding that deserves attention is that core attributes and facilitating attributes 
have different zones of tolerance. The range of service performance that customers consider 
satisfactory and may accept variations of performance within this range without detrimental 
effects on CS is much larger for facilitating attributes. The results suggest that consumers are 
more tolerant to poor facilitating attribute performance than they are to poor core attribute 
performance. As stated previously, if facilitating attributes are not delivered adequately, there 
is little damage to CS. 
In summary, the findings provide evidence that both core and facilitating attributes 
are important and can be very influential on CS. Yet, these two types of attributes exhibit 
different impact patterns that should be accounted for while assessing CS and allocating 
resources. The findings have important implications for service strategy and decisions on 
how to deploy limited resources across different opportunities. 
 
 Implications  
Several theoretical and managerial implications emerged from the findings of this 
study. Theoretical implications relate to incorporation of the proposed conceptual framework 
and its consequences within the existing theoretical body of knowledge in the area. 
Managerial implications include recommendations for hospitality managers on practical 
applications of the framework.  
Theoretical implications 
While a number of authors (e.g., Johnston, 1995; Mittal et al. 1998) addressed the 
issue of asymmetrical CS response to different types of attributes, empirical research on the 
subject has been limited. Although strong evidence of the phenomenon exists, no theoretical 
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explanation to the observed effects has been provided. It was unclear why customers were 
very particular about inadequate performance of core attributes but showed less interest when 
these attributes performed well, or why facilitating attributes had strong positive effects on 
CS when performing excellently, but had small effects when performing poorly. This was an 
important gap in consumer behavior research. 
This research was one of the first attempts to address this gap. This study introduced 
interaction effects occurring between attributes as an explanation to the observed 
asymmetrical satisfaction response. Findings showed that core attributes moderated the 
effects of facilitating attributes on CS. The proposed theoretical framework incorporated the 
relationship between two types of attributes and CS and provided an additional understanding 
of what influenced CS.  
The findings of this study disagreed with a common view on core attributes (e.g., 
Johnston, 1995; Levitt, 1983; Maddox, 1981) that core attributes could only preclude 
dissatisfaction and had a little or no positive effect on CS. This study supported the power of 
core attributes and showed that this category of attributes did have a positive effect on CS; 
however, in compliance with previous works, the results indicated that a positive effect of 
core attributes on CS was less pronounced than a negative effect.  
This study also brought more knowledge about zones of tolerance for core and 
facilitating attributes. The zone of tolerance for core attributes was considerably narrower 
than the zone of tolerance for facilitating attributes.  This finding was consistent with 
previous studies in the area (e.g., Johnston, 1995) on how customers react to different 
attribute performance failures, thus adding to the existing evidence on the range of attribute 
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performance a customer considers satisfactory and may accept variations without detrimental 
effects on CS.  
In summary, this study offered a framework that enriched theoretical knowledge 
about the complex relationship between factors playing significant roles in customers’ minds 
during the service assessment process. Current work explicated the asymmetry existing in 
effects that different types of attributes have on CS, thus providing an important contribution 
to marketing theory in general and hospitality marketing theory in particular. Additionally, 
the findings formed a bridge between the traditional conceptualization of attributes and new 
perspectives on the relationship between attribute performance and CS.  
 
Managerial implications 
Attribute performance has been an important component of CS theory gaining 
importance among hospitality managers and firms (Oliver, 1997). Factors affecting the 
formation of CS are of particular interest to hospitality practitioners and researchers (Bowen 
& Chen, 2001). Findings here offered an insight into understanding such factors and 
provided several practical implications.  
Results of the study indicated that core and facilitating attributes differed in the way 
they affect CS. This research showed that the relationship between CS and attribute 
performance had an asymmetric component originating from the moderator function of core 
attributes. The effects of facilitating attributes were hinged on the level of core attribute 
performance. Results of this study confirmed that the combined effects of core and 
facilitating attributes were multiplicative rather than additive in nature, and such interactions 
should be accounted for in attempts to manage and measure CS.  
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These findings have important implications for service strategy and decisions on how 
to distribute organizational resources because they provide evidence contrary to the 
traditional view based on the additive nature of relationships between attribute performance 
and CS (Oliva et al., 1992). This study offers a framework that allows for resources 
optimization while forming processes to develop budgets and place people to improve 
service.  
Any enhancement of service is an investment from which a positive return is 
expected. To make a successful investment decision, it is critical to identify which factors 
yield higher returns and under what conditions. The traditional perspective puts more 
emphasis on facilitating attributes because they were considered to affect CS and 
enhancement of an organization’s competitive advantage. Facilitating attributes are viewed 
as “wow” factors that bring a high return on investments in terms of CS. Many hospitality 
operators, including major brands such as Hilton and Marriott, have been expanding 
substantial resources on providing “unexpected delights,” services that fall into the 
facilitating category and are designed to “win customers” over competitors in the market 
(Oliver, 1997).  
This strategy of “putting all the chips” on facilitating attributes can be inefficient in 
view of the results of this study. Facilitating attributes have marginal effects on CS when 
core attributes fall short of an acceptable level. Unfavorable core attribute performance 
preempts facilitating attributes from making any substantial effect on CS, and any 
investments in the facilitating attribute category will bring no positive return in such cases. 
Therefore, hospitality managers should employ a strategy that would ensure that core 
attributes perform in a positive range, and then allocate resources to the facilitating attributes 
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category where significant increases in attribute performance will yield a considerable 
increase in CS.  
Moving from tactical issues discussed in the illustration to a more concrete approach 
pertaining to hospitality service strategies, the following steps are recommended for 
hospitality managers on the basis of the findings of this study:  
1. Identify which attributes would pertain to the core category and which would 
pertain to the facilitating category. 
2. Implement a system that would allocate sufficient resources to ensure that core 
attributes are performed in a positive range. 
3. Identify facilitating attributes from which major increases in CS can be gained for 
reasonable investments and employ them into the service portfolio. 
4. Implement a service staff training that helps performing in a way that would 
optimize the effects of core and facilitating attributes. 
5. Monitor the allocation of resources making changes if needed to prevent 
performance failures in the core attributes set. 
 
Contributions of the study 
This study makes a unique contribution to understanding the relationship between 
attribute level performance and CS.  It does so by testing interaction effects occurring 
between different types of attributes with regard to CS, in particular, how core attributes 
moderate the effects of facilitating attributes on satisfaction. First, the study demonstrated 
empirical validity of dividing attributes into two categories, core and facilitating.  
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Second, the study addressed the issue overlooked by previous works in the area of CS 
measurement, which was attribute performance optimization. The prevailing view on the 
relationship between attribute performance and satisfaction postulates that in order to 
increase satisfaction, attribute performance should be maximized. This study shows evidence 
supporting a different perspective. It identifies an asymmetry in the positive and negative 
effects that core and facilitating attributes have on CS and provides a framework accounting 
for these effects and allowing attribute performance optimization. 
Understanding such a framework is important because it helps managers learn how to 
optimize their resources while achieving high levels of CS. In particular, hospitality operators 
can (1) modify or develop a service system that would maintain core attributes consistently in 
a positive condition, not allowing core attribute performance to slip below an acceptable 
level; (2) develop a balanced approach toward facilitating attributes that would allow 
winning customers over the competition without overspending and wasting resources; (3) 
train the service staff to set priorities and perform in a way that would optimize the effects of 
core and facilitating attributes on CS . 
Finally, the study is unique because it gives theory-based explanations to the 
observed asymmetrical effects of different attributes. It shows that moderator effects that 
core attributes impose on the relationship between facilitating attributes and CS drive the 
observed asymmetry. This contribution is valuable because it provides a better insight into 
the complexity of the relationship between the factors playing a significant role in customers’ 
perception during assessment and formation of satisfaction response. 
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Limitations and suggestions for future research 
The findings and implications of this study should be viewed in light of a number of 
limitations. First, interpretation and generalization of the findings should be taken with 
caution because the sample of the study, university faculty and staff, might not be 
representative of the entire population of travelers.  It should be noted though, that similar 
response patterns were observed with the pilot test participants, medical personnel and 
hospital visitors. Additionally, the demographic profile of the sample was similar to that 
reported by the American Hotel & Lodging Association (2006).   
Second, certain limitations are imposed by geographical coverage of the study (i.e., 
only a central Iowa region was represented). This might have influenced the results of the 
research.  Future studies should address these limitations by conducting studies in locations 
with a more diverse population. 
Third, more rigorous attention should be paid to the issue of multicollinearity 
between variables. This study could not preclude multicollinearity. Future studies may 
consider different approaches that would reduce the likelihood of multicollinearity 
occurrence. 
Finally, a more extensive examination of core and facilitating attributes should be 
conducted. This study included a limited number of core and facilitating attributes in a 
specific context of a vacation stay at a mid-price hotel. Different attributes may be 
considered as core or facilitating in other contexts. As suggested by Chowdhary and Prakash 
(2005), attributes evolve even within the same context but at different points in time. What is 
considered a facilitating attribute may become a norm and shift into the core category. 
Therefore, future research may concentrate on categorization of attributes within the core-
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facilitating framework in different contexts, such as hotel star rating or type, price, location, 
purpose of a trip, etc. 
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Dear ISU Faculty/Staff: 
 
I am conducting this study to examine the different types of hotel attributes. You are being 
invited to participate in this study because you represent a population of customers obtaining 
hospitality services. 
 
If you agree to participate in this study, your participation will involve answering a number 
of questions regarding your hotel expectations in Parts 1 and 2 of the questionnaire. You may 
skip any question that you do not wish to answer or that makes you feel uncomfortable. 
 
The survey should not take more than 5-10 minutes of your time. To provide your response 
simply reply to this message or e-mail lslevich@iastate.edu your answers. 
 
If you decide to participate, you may enter your name in a drawing for a $100 gift certificate 
redeemable at a local store of your choice as an incentive for participation in the study.   
 
If you wish to participate and enter the drawing, please provide one of the following contact 
information so that I can contact you if you are selected. 
Phone #:_______________ 
e-mail:   _______________ 
 
All information you provide will be kept strictly confidential and will not be used for any 
other purposes than for this study. 
 
For further information about this study please contact Lisa Slevitch, (515)294-4636, 
lslevich@iastate.edu. If you have any questions about the rights of research subjects, please 
contact the IRB administrator, (515) 294-4566. 
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Part 1. 
As you respond to the following group of questions, please imagine that your are considering 
renting a room in a mid-price chain hotel, $90-$150. Think about two situations, business trip 
and vacation travel. 
Based on your perceptions please list: 
 
1) features, attributes, and services that a hotel must provide, (please identify as many 
as possible): 
 
a) business  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) vacation  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2) what kind of features, attributes, and services would be nice to have, even if not 
necessary (please identify as many as possible): 
 
a) business  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
b) vacation  
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Part 2: 
Still considering the situation when you are buying a mid-price hotel room, $90-$150, please 
identify in which categories the following hotel attributes fall by assigning the corresponding 
number: 
 
1 – “absolute must” 
2 – “ would be nice to have, even if not necessary” 
3 – “not interested at all” 
 
  
 Business Vacation 
1. Clean room    
 
 
2. Fast check-in and check-out 
 
 
 
 
3. Appealing room décor 
 
  
4. Clean bathroom  
 
 
5. Comfortable bed  
 
 
6. Clean linens   
 
 
7. Room temperature control  
 
 
8. Cable TV  
 
 
9. Personal care amenities (soap, shampoo, etc.)  
 
 
10. Availability of essential staff (front desk, 
housekeeping) 
 
 
 
11. Audio and video equipment and games  
 
 
12. Well-equipped bathroom  
 
 
13. Quiet room  
 
 
14. Wake-up calls service  
 
 
15. Pay-per-preview movies  
 
 
16. Breakfast-on-the-go  
 
 
17. Minibar  
 
 
18. Courteous staff  
 
 
19. Free newspaper  
 
 
20. Convenient payment method  
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21. Laundry service  
 
 
22. Safety and security   
 
 
23. Free airport shuttle-bus provided by hotel  
 
 
24. Free local calls  
 
 
25. Responsiveness of staff  
 
 
26. Helpfulness of staff  
 
 
27. Personalized services (pillows with different 
firmness, adjustable bed, etc.) 
 
 
 
 
28. Location  
 
 
29. Business-related facilities (meeting or 
conference rooms) 
 
 
 
30. Complimentary snacks 
 
  
31. Ambiance and décor of public areas 
 
  
32. Available non-smoking rooms 
 
  
33. Spacious bedroom 
 
  
34. Available parking  
 
 
35. Relaxing lounge or bar   
 
 
36. Ease of maneuverability around hotel  
 
 
37. On-site restaurant or other foodservice outlets  
 
 
38. Complimentary breakfast  
 
 
39. In-door swimming pool  
 
 
40. Special dietary menus in onsite restaurants  
 
 
41. Available jacuzzi or sauna  
 
 
42. Available fitness facilities  
 
 
43. Free wireless  or DSL Internet connection  
 
 
Thank you very much for completing this questionnaire! 
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Attributes most frequently specified as “absolute must, otherwise look for another hotel” in 
open ended answers 
 
 
Frequency of mentioning (N=45) 
 
 
Attribute 
 
Business trip 
 
 
Vacation trip 
 
Clean room 
 
17 
 
15 
Clean bathroom 19 15 
Clean linens 15 13 
Comfortable bed 10 10 
Quiet room 15 10 
Internet access 15   6 
Safety and security   8   8 
Non-smoking room 10 10 
Work area (desk, chair, etc.) 10   2 
Responsive and helpful staff 
 
  5   5 
 
 
 
 
Attributes most frequently specified as “would be nice to have, even if not necessary” in 
open ended answers 
 
 
Frequency of mentioning (N=45) 
 
 
Attribute 
 
Business trip 
 
 
Vacation trip 
 
Airport shuttle 
 
8 
 
7  
Premium and customized 
amenities 
5 5 
Hot tub/sauna 7 7 
Complementary breakfast 5 4 
Extended cable TV 7 4 
Good coffee 4 4 
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Attribute ratings 
 
  
Valid percent 
 
 Absolute must Nice to have Not 
interested 
 
Chi-
square 
test sig. c
 B a V b B a V b B a V b  
 
Clean room  
 
  97.8 
 
 97.8 
 
  2.2 
 
  2.2 
 
- 
 
- 
 
.00 
Fast check-in and check-out   62.2  46.7 37.8 53.3 - - .00 
Appealing room décor   17.8  17.8 82.2 82.2 - - .00 
Clean bathroom 100.0 100.0 - - - - - 
Comfortable bed   93.3  88.9   6.7 11.1 - - .00 
Clean linens  100.0 100.0 - - - - - 
Room temperature control   97.8  93.3   2.2   6.7 - - .78 
Cable TV   35.6  37.8 60.0 55.6   4.4   6.7 .00 
Personal care amenities    31.1  33.3 64.4 60.0   4.4   6.7 .00 
Availability of staff    77.8  75.6 22.2 24.4 - - .00 
Audio and video equipment 
and games 
   2.2    0.0 75.6 75.6 22.2 24.4 .00 
Well-equipped bathroom  84.4  84.4 15.6 15.6 - - .00 
Quiet room  88.9  80.0 11.1 20.0 - - .02 
Wake-up calls service  55.6  35.6 35.6 55.6   8.9   8.9 .00 
Pay-per-preview movies    2.2    2.2 77.8 77.8 20.0 20.0 .00 
Breakfast-on-the-go  17.8  20.0 77.8 73.3   4.4   6.7 .00 
Minibar    6.7    6.7 66.7 66.7 26.7 26.7 .00 
Courteous staff  86.7  80.0 11.1 17.8   2.2   2.2 .00 
Free newspaper  15.6    8.9 75.6 82.2   8.9   8.9 .00 
Convenient payment 
method 
 71.1  73.3 28.9 26.7 - - .43 
Laundry service  20.0    6.7 64.4 84.4 15.6   8.9 .07 
Safety and security  95.6  95.6   4.4   4.4 - - .00 
Free airport shuttle-bus  44.4  28.9 55.6 71.1 - - .01 
Free local calls  60.0  46.7 40.0 53.3 - - .00 
Responsiveness of staff  91.1  88.9   6.7   8.9   2.2   2.2 .00 
Helpfulness of staff  91.1  84.4   6.7 13.3   2.2   2.2 .00 
Personalized service    6.7    4.4 82.2 84.4 11.1 11.1 .00 
Location  71.1  71.1 24.4 24.4   4.4   4.4 .00 
Business-related facilities  33.3  15.6 46.7 57.8 20.0 26.7 .00 
a Business trip 
b Vacation trip 
c A chi-square probability of 0.05 or less was used for rejecting the null hypothesis that    
  the row variable is unrelated to the column variable. 
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Attribute ratings (Continued) 
  
Valid percent 
 
 Absolute must Nice to have Not 
interested 
 
Chi-
square 
test sig. c
 B a V b B a V b B a V b  
 
Ambiance and décor of 
public areas 
20.0 24.4 75.6 71.1 4.4 4.4 .00 
 
Non-smoking rooms 
 
91.1 
 
88.9 
 
  6.7 
 
  8.9 
 
  2.2 
 
  2.2 
 
.00 
Complimentary snacks 11.1   6.7 80.0 84.4   8.9   8.9 .00 
Spacious bedroom 24.4 31.1 68.9 64.4   6.7   4.4 .00 
Available parking 77.8 68.9 13.3 24.4   8.9   6.7 .00 
Relaxing lounge or bar  15.6 13.3 68.9 73.3 15.6 13.3 .00 
Ease of maneuverability 
around hotel 
51.1 44.4 42.2 46.7   6.7   8.9 .00 
On-site restaurant or other 
foodservice outlets 
48.9 37.8 48.9 57.8   2.2   4.4 .00 
Complimentary breakfast 37.8 42.2 60.0 53.3   2.2   4.4 .00 
In-door swimming pool 20.0 37.8 68.9 51.1 11.1 11.1 .00 
Special dietary menus in on-
site restaurants 
24.4 22.2 55.6 57.8 20.0 20.0 .00 
Available jacuzzi or sauna 13.3 22.2 77.8 71.1   8.9   6.7 .00 
Available fitness facilities 33.4 33.4 62.2 62.2   4.4   4.4 .00 
Free wireless  or DSL 
Internet connection 
 
68.9 55.6 28.9 42.2   2.2   2.2 .00 
a Business trip 
b Vacation trip 
c A chi-square probability of 0.05 or less was used for rejecting the null hypothesis that    
the row variable is unrelated to the column variable.  
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Please read the following scenario and imagine that you are traveling on a vacation.  
 
You have a reservation in a hotel “Z”, which is one of the popular mid-priced ($90-
$150) chain hotels.  
Scenario 1 
 
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had a security station and security 
guards were in. You approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee 
welcomed you, processed your paperwork in a matter of seconds, and gave you your 
room keys. The clerk also informed you about on-site facilities and explained that the 
hotel had a limited access for security purposes and you would need room keys to enter 
from the side doors. Then the clerk asked if you needed any assistance or had any 
questions and directed you to your room.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
were attractively designed and were well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, and 
interior colors matched perfectly creating a pleasant ambiance.  
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door had a security latch. The room smelled 
fresh. The carpet was vacuumed. There was no dust on the furniture. All items in the 
room were nicely arranged.  
 
The bathroom also smelled fresh. All the fixtures were polished. The floor was clean and 
the bathtub was white with no traces of rust or mold. The towels did not have any stains 
and were soft to the touch. 
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens were white and soft, with no stains or 
lint. The comforter and pillows were in very good condition. When you tried the bed 
everything seemed just right. The mattress was comfortable and you enjoyed lying on the 
bed.  
 
On the working table in the room you noticed several complimentary snacks: a bottle of 
water, a chocolate bar, and a couple of freshly baked cookies.  
 
Within 15 minutes after check-in you received a call from the front desk clerk who asked 
you if everything was to your satisfaction. The clerk offered to change pillows if you 
prefer a firmer type and also asked if you would prefer bathroom amenities customized 
for your skin type. The clerk proposed to prepare a breakfast-on–the-go bag in the case 
you would be leaving early the next morning. You said that the pillows and bathroom 
amenities were fine but agreed to the breakfast-on–the-go.  
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed there 
were a big whirlpool hot tub and a sauna next to it. The hot tub and sauna looked nice, 
clean, and well-maintained. 
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you passed 
the front desk, the clerk greeted you, gave you a complimentary breakfast-on-the-go bag, 
and wished you a safe trip.  
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Scenario 2 
 
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had a security station and security 
guards were in. You approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee 
welcomed you, processed your paperwork in a matter of seconds, and gave you your 
room keys. The clerk also informed you about on-site facilities and explained that the 
hotel had a limited access for security purposes and you would need room keys to enter 
from the side doors. Then the clerk asked if you needed any assistance or had any 
questions and directed you to your room.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
were nicely designed, but were not well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, and 
interior colors matched well, but some furniture items were worn and scratched thus 
damaging the overall ambiance.  
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door had a security latch. The room smelled 
fresh. The carpet was vacuumed. There was no dust on the furniture. All items in the 
room were nicely arranged.  
 
The bathroom also smelled fresh. All the fixtures were polished. The floor was clean and 
the bathtub was white with no traces of rust or mold. The towels did not have any stains 
and were soft to the touch. 
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens were white and soft, with no stains or 
lint. The comforter and pillows were in very good condition. When you tried the bed 
everything seemed just right. The mattress was comfortable and you enjoyed lying on the 
bed.  
 
On the working table in the room you noticed a couple of complimentary snacks: a bottle 
of water and a chocolate bar containing peanuts, to which you were allergic.  
 
Within 15 minutes after check-in you received a call from the front desk clerk who asked 
you if everything was to your satisfaction. The clerk offered to change pillows if you 
prefer a firmer type. You said that the pillows were fine and then you asked if you could 
have bathroom amenities for sensitive skin and also a breakfast-on–the-go bag because 
you would be leaving early the next morning. The clerked said the hotel did not provide 
these services. 
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed there 
were a big whirlpool hot tub and a sauna next to it. You decided to go to the hot tub. The 
water was comfortably warm but the streams were only working on one side of the tub. 
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you passed 
the front desk, the clerk greeted you and wished you a safe trip. 
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Scenario 3  
When you arrived at the hotel, you noticed the entrance had a security station and 
security guards were in. You approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk 
employee welcomed you, processed your paperwork in a matter of seconds, and gave you 
your room keys. The clerk also informed you about on-site facilities and explained that 
the hotel had a limited access for security purposes and you would need room keys to 
enter from the side doors. Then the clerk asked if you needed any assistance or had any 
questions and directed you to your room.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
had a rather outdated ambiance and were not well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, 
and interior colors did not match. The wallpaper was coming off the walls slightly in 
some places and some furniture was worn and scratched. 
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door had a security latch. The room smelled 
fresh. The carpet was vacuumed. There was no dust on the furniture. All items in the 
room were nicely arranged.  
 
The bathroom also smelled fresh. All the fixtures were polished. The floor was clean and 
the bathtub was white with no traces of rust or mold. The towels did not have any stains 
and were soft to the touch. 
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens were white and soft, with no stains or 
lint. The comforter and pillows were in very good condition. When you tried the bed 
everything seemed just right. The mattress was comfortable and you enjoyed lying on the 
bed. 
 
On the working table in your room you noticed a complimentary bottle of water and a 
chocolate bar. When you took a closer look at them, you noticed the expiration date on 
the bottle had passed and the chocolate bar package was damaged. 
 
Within 15 minutes after check-in you received a call from the front desk clerk who asked 
you if everything was to your satisfaction. You said that the room was fine and asked if 
you could have one extra firm feather pillow and also a breakfast-on–the-go bag because 
you would be leaving early the next morning. The clerked apologized and said that 
unfortunately the hotel did not provide these services. 
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed it did not 
have a whirlpool hot tub or a sauna.  
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door.  When you 
passed the front desk, the clerk greeted you and wished you a safe trip.  
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Scenario 4  
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had a security station. You 
approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee was there to assist you, 
however, it took the clerk a minute or two to retrieve your reservation and prepare all the 
paperwork and keys for your room. Only when you asked did the clerk provide you with 
information about on-site facilities, though, he did ask if you needed any assistance with 
getting to your room or had further questions.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
were attractively designed and were well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, and 
interior colors matched perfectly creating a pleasant ambiance.  
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door had a security latch but it looked a bit 
flimsy. The room smelled fresh. It appeared the carpet was vacuumed, although, there 
was a piece of paper on the floor. There was some dust on the furniture.  
 
The floor and all the fixtures in the bathroom were clean. There were some residue spots 
on the mirror. The bathtub was white, with just small traces of rust close to the faucet. 
You did not notice any mold. 
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens were soft and clean with no yellow 
spots. However, you found a small piece of lint on the back of one of the pillows. The 
comforter and pillows were rather worn-out. When you tried the mattress, it was even and 
you felt fairly comfortable. 
 
On the working table in the room you noticed several complimentary snacks: a bottle of 
water, a chocolate bar, and a couple of freshly baked cookies.  
 
Within 15 minutes after check-in you received a call from the front desk clerk who asked 
you if everything was to your satisfaction. The clerk offered to change pillows if you 
would prefer a firmer type and also asked if you would like bathroom amenities 
customized for your skin type. The clerk proposed to prepare a breakfast-on–the-go bag 
in case you would be leaving early the next morning. You said that the pillows and 
bathroom amenities were fine but agreed to the breakfast-on–the-go.  
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed there 
were a big whirlpool hot tub and a sauna next to it. The hot tub and sauna looked nice, 
clean, and well-maintained. 
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you tried 
to check-out, the front desk clerk was not there. The clerk appeared shortly. He 
apologized for keeping you waiting, checked you out, and handed you a complimentary 
breakfast-on-the-go bag. 
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Scenario 5  
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had a security station. You 
approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee was there to assist you, 
however, it took the clerk a minute or two to retrieve your reservation and prepare all the 
paperwork and keys for your room. Only when you asked did the clerk provide you with 
information about on-site facilities, though, he did ask if you needed any assistance with 
getting to your room or had further questions.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
were nicely designed, but were not well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, and 
interior colors matched well, but some furniture items were worn and scratched thus 
damaging the overall ambiance.  
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door had a security latch but it looked a bit 
flimsy. The room smelled fresh. It appeared the carpet was vacuumed, although, there 
was a piece of paper on the floor. There was no dust on the furniture.  
 
The floor and all the fixtures in the bathroom were clean. There were some residue spots 
on the mirror. The bathtub was white, with just small traces of rust close to the faucet. 
You did not notice any mold. 
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens were soft and clean with no yellow 
spots. However, you found a small piece of lint on the back of one of the pillows. The 
comforter and pillows were rather worn-out. When you tried the mattress, it was even and 
you felt fairly comfortable. 
 
On the working table in the room you noticed a couple of complimentary snacks: a bottle 
of water and a chocolate bar containing peanuts, to which you were allergic.  
 
Within 15 minutes after check-in you received a call from the front desk clerk who asked 
you if everything was to your satisfaction. The clerk offered to change pillows if you 
prefer a firmer type. You said that the pillows were fine and then you asked if you could 
have bathroom amenities for sensitive skin and also a breakfast-on–the-go bag because 
you would be leaving early the next morning. The clerked said the hotel did not provide 
these services. 
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed there 
were a big whirlpool hot tub and a sauna next to it. You decided to go to the hot tub. The 
water was comfortably warm but the streams were only working on one side of the tub. 
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you tried 
to check-out, the front desk clerk was not there. The clerk appeared shortly. He 
apologized for keeping you waiting and checked you out. 
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Scenario 6  
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had a security station. You 
approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee was there to assist you, 
however, it took the clerk a minute or two to retrieve your reservation and prepare all the 
paperwork and keys for your room. Only when you asked, did the clerk provide you with 
information about on-site facilities, though, he did ask if you needed any assistance with 
getting to your room or had further questions.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
had a rather outdated ambiance and were not well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, 
and interior colors did not match. The wallpaper was coming off the walls slightly in 
some places and some furniture was worn and scratched. 
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door had a security latch but it looked a bit 
flimsy. The room smelled fresh. It appeared that the carpet was vacuumed, although, 
there was a piece of paper on the floor. There was no dust on the furniture.  
 
The floor and all the fixtures in the bathroom were clean. There were some residue spots 
on the mirror. The bathtub was white, with just small traces of rust close to the faucet. 
You did not notice any mold. 
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens were soft and clean with no yellow 
spots. However, you found a small piece of lint on the back of one of the pillows. The 
comforter and pillows were rather worn-out. When you tried the mattress, it was even and 
you felt fairly comfortable. 
 
On the working table in your room you noticed a complimentary bottle of water and a 
chocolate bar. When you took a closer look at them, you noticed the expiration date on 
the bottle had passed and the chocolate bar package was damaged. 
 
Within 15 minutes after check-in you received a call from the front desk clerk who asked 
you if everything was to your satisfaction. You said that the room was fine and asked if 
you could have one extra firm feather pillow and also a breakfast-on–the-go bag because 
you would be leaving early the next morning. The clerked apologized and said that 
unfortunately the hotel did not provide these services. 
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed it did not 
have a whirlpool hot tub or a sauna.  
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you tried 
to check-out, the front desk clerk was not there. The clerk appeared shortly. He 
apologized for keeping you waiting and checked you out. 
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Scenario 7  
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had no security station. You 
approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee was not there. You had 
to wait for assistance and when the front desk clerk showed up, it took him awhile to 
retrieve your reservation.  The paperwork and keys for you were not prepared in advance 
and you had to wait again. During the check-in the clerk did not give you any information 
about on-site facilities and did not ask if you needed any assistance or had any questions. 
He also did not volunteer to explain how to get to your room.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing that the lobby and other public 
areas were attractively designed and were well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, 
and interior colors matched perfectly creating a pleasant ambiance.  
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door did not have a security latch. The room 
smelled musty. It was not vacuumed well. There were crumbs and pieces of paper on the 
floor. The room was dusty. Some items in the room were put in the wrong places.  
 
The fixtures in the bathroom had soap residue on them. You noticed some hair in one of 
the corners on the bathroom floor. The towels did not seem clean and were yellowish 
rather than white. The mirror was murky and the bathtub had traces of rust and mold on 
it.  
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens stiff with yellow spots on them. The 
comforter and pillows were in worn-out and covered with lint. The mattress was uneven; 
one side was really soft and the other side was too firm. You thought it might be difficult 
to find a comfortable position in the bed.  
 
On the working table in the room you noticed complimentary snacks: a bottle of water, a 
chocolate bar, and a couple of freshly baked cookies.  
 
You called the front desk to ask housekeeping to clean your room. No one picked up the 
phone for some time and when the clerk finally answered, he explained that there was no 
one available to clean your room. Instead, the clerk offered to change pillows if you 
prefer a firmer type and asked if you would prefer bathroom amenities customized for 
your skin type. The clerk also proposed to prepare a breakfast-on–the-go bag in case you 
would be leaving early the next morning. You said that the pillow firmness and bathroom 
amenities were fine but agreed to the breakfast-on–the-go.  
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed there 
were a big whirlpool hot tub and a sauna next to it. The hot tub and sauna looked nice, 
clean, and well- maintained. 
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you tried 
to check-out, the front desk clerk was not there and you had to wait several minutes. 
When the clerk appeared, he did not apologize for keeping you waiting. He just gave you 
your complimentary breakfast-on-the-go bag.  
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Scenario 8  
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had no security station. You 
approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee was not there. You had 
to wait for assistance and when the front desk clerk showed up, it took him awhile to 
retrieve your reservation.  The paperwork and keys for you were not prepared in advance 
and you had to wait again. During the check-in the clerk did not give you any information 
about on-site facilities and did not ask if you needed any assistance or had any questions. 
He also did not volunteer to explain how to get to your room.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
were nicely designed, but were not well-maintained. The furniture, accessories, and 
interior colors matched well, but some furniture items were worn and scratched thus 
damaging the overall ambiance.  
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door did not have a security latch. The room 
smelled musty. It was not vacuumed well. There were crumbs and pieces of paper on the 
floor. The room was dusty. Some items in the room were put in the wrong places.  
 
The fixtures in the bathroom had soap residue on them. You noticed some hair in one of 
the corners on the bathroom floor. The towels did not seem clean and were yellowish 
rather than white. The mirror was murky and the bathtub had traces of rust and mold on 
it.  
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens stiff with yellow spots on them. The 
comforter and pillows were in worn-out and covered with lint. The mattress was uneven; 
one side was really soft and the other side was too firm. You thought it might be difficult 
to find a comfortable position in the bed.  
 
On the working table in the room you noticed a couple of complimentary snacks: a bottle 
of water and a chocolate bar containing peanuts, to which you were allergic.  
 
You called the front desk to ask housekeeping to clean your room. No one picked up the 
phone for some time. When the clerk finally answered, he explained that there was no 
one available to clean your room. Instead, the clerk offered to change pillows if you 
prefer a firmer type. You said that the pillow firmness was fine and asked if you could 
have a breakfast-on–the-go bag because you would be leaving early the next morning. 
The clerk said that the hotel did not provide that type of service. 
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed there 
were a whirlpool hot tub and a sauna next to it. You decided to go to the hot tub. The 
water was comfortably warm but the streams were only working on one side of the tub. 
 
In the morning, you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you tried 
to check-out, the front desk clerk was not there and you had to wait several minutes. 
When the clerk appeared, he did not apologize for keeping you waiting. He just checked 
you out. 
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Scenario 9  
When you arrived at the hotel you noticed the entrance had no security station. You 
approached the front desk to check-in. The front desk employee was not there. You had 
to wait for assistance and when the front desk clerk showed up, it took him awhile to 
retrieve your reservation.  The paperwork and keys for you were not prepared in advance 
and you had to wait again. 
 
During the check-in the clerk did not give you any information about on-site facilities and 
did not ask if you needed any assistance or had any questions. He also did not volunteer 
to explain how to get to your room.  
 
Walking through the lobby you could not help noticing the lobby and other public areas 
had a rather outdated ambiance and were not well maintained. The furniture, accessories, 
and interior colors did not match. The wallpaper was coming off the walls slightly in 
some places and some furniture was worn and scratched. 
 
Entering your room you noticed the room door did not have a security latch. The room 
smelled musty. It was not vacuumed well. There were crumbs and pieces of paper on the 
floor. The room was dusty. Some items in the room were put in the wrong places.  
 
The fixtures in the bathroom had soap residue on them. You noticed some hair in one of 
the corners on the bathroom floor. The towels did not seem clean and were yellowish 
rather than white. The mirror was murky and the bathtub had traces of rust and mold on 
it.  
 
When you checked the bed you found the linens stiff with yellow spots on them. The 
comforter and pillows were in worn-out and covered with lint. The mattress was uneven; 
one side was really soft and the other side was too firm. You thought it might be difficult 
to find a comfortable position in the bed.  
 
On the working table in your room you noticed a complimentary bottle of water and a 
chocolate bar. When you took a closer look at them, you noticed the expiration date on 
the bottle had passed and the chocolate bar package was damaged. 
 
You called the front desk to ask housekeeping to clean your room. No one picked up the 
phone for some time and when the clerk finally answered, he explained that there was no 
one available to clean your room. You asked if you could have one extra firm feather 
pillow and also a breakfast-on–the-go bag because you would be leaving early the next 
morning. The clerked said that the hotel did not provide these services. 
 
In the evening, when you were visiting the hotel’s swimming pool, you noticed it did not 
have a whirlpool hot tub or sauna.  
 
In the morning you found your receipt had been slipped under the door. When you tried 
to check-out, the front desk clerk was not there and you had to wait several minutes. 
When the clerk appeared, he did not apologize for keeping you waiting. He just checked 
you out. 
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Questionnaire 
Section 1 
 
Assuming you have experienced the described in the scenario situation, please answer 
on the following questions evaluating your hypothetical experience by circling the 
corresponding number: 
 
1. The hotel room cleanliness was: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
 
2. The condition of bed/pillows was: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
 
3. The safety and security provided in the hotel were: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
 
4. The performance of  front desk clerk in the hotel was: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
 
5. The personalized services (customized pillows, breakfast-on-the-go, etc.) 
provided in the hotel were: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
 
6. The complimentary snacks provided in the hotel room were: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
 
7. The appearance of lobby in the hotel was: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
 
8. The whirlpool hot tub and sauna in the hotel were: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Poor      Excellent 
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9. Overall, how would you feel about such hotel stay: 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Terrible      Delighted 
 
10. Overall, to what extent would you feel satisfied with your decision to stay in 
such hotel?  
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Not at all 
satisfied 
     Very 
satisfied 
 
11. Imagine a hotel stay that is perfect in every respect for the mid-price segment 
($90-$150) and a vacation occasion. How near or far from this ideal would you 
find the described hotel stay?  
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Very far 
from ideal 
     Extremely 
close to ideal 
12. Given a visit to a hotel of this type, how do you think you would react after 
the visit? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Never 
return 
     Definitely 
come back 
13. Would you agree with the following statement: "I will say positive things 
about this hotel to other people”? 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
Do not 
agree at all 
     Agree 
completely 
 
Section 2 
1. Your gender:  
 
○ male     
○ female   
 
2. You are:  
            years old  
 
3. Your marital status:  
 
○ married       
○ not married   
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4. Your education level is:  
 
○   less than high school           
○   high school graduate 
○   college graduate       
○   some college including vocational schools 
○   post graduate (Master’s or doctorate) 
 
5. Your household income is: 
 
○   under $30,000                       
○   $30,001 – $60,000       
○   $60,001– $100,000            
○   over $100,000 
 
6. On average, how often do you stay in hotels per year for business purposes?   
                       
○   1-3 times per year       
○   4-10 times per year 
○   more than 10 times per year 
 
 
7. On average, how often do you stay in hotels per year for leisure purposes? 
 
○   1-3 times per year       
○   4-10 times per year 
○   more than 10 times per year 
 
 
8. How much do you spend on a hotel room when you travel for business 
purposes?  
 
○   less than $50 per night 
○   $50-$100 per night 
○   $101-$150 per night 
○   $151-$200 per night 
○   more than $200 per night 
 
9. How much do you spend on a hotel room when you travel for leisure 
purposes?  
○   less than $50 per night 
○   $50-$100 per night 
○   $101-$150 per night 
○   $151-$200 per night 
○   more than $200 per night 
 
10. Please identify how did you find out about this study? 
 
_______________________________ 
 
11. If you would like to participate in a drawing for gift certificates to the local 
store of your choice, please indicate your e-mail address and phone number: 
_____________________ 
 
THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS QUESTIONNNAIRE! 
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APPENDIX D: 
ISU IRB APPROVAL 
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APPENDIX E: 
CORRELATIONS 
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Correlations among variables 
 
 Satisfaction Core Facilitating Core*Facilitating Condition a 
      
Satisfaction 1.00  .89   .65   .89 
 
a H-excellent,  L-poor, M-acceptable, C-core attributes, F-facilitating attributes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Core    .89 1.00  .42   .78 Overall 
Facilitating    .65  .42 1.00   .83 (N=1080) 
Core*Facilitating    .89  .78  .83 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00  .60   .45   .66 
Core    .60 1.00   .29   .75 LC (N=360) Facilitating    .45  .29 1.00   .80 
Core*Facilitating    .66  .75  .80 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00  .74   .80  .86 
Core    .74 1.00   .56  .73 MC (N=360) Facilitating    .80  .56 1.00  .96 
Core*Facilitating    .86  .73   .96 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00   .62   .81  .84 
Core    .62 1.00  .45   .57 HC (N=360) Facilitating    .81   .45 1.00   .99 
Core*Facilitating    .84   .57  .99 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00  .87    .51   .80 
Core    .87 1.00    .41   .78 
LF 
(N=360) 
Facilitating    .51   .41  1.00   .84 
Core*Facilitating    .80  .78    .84  1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00  .92   .74   .91 
Core    .92 1.00    .69   .91 MF (N=360) Facilitating    .74  .69  1.00   .88 
Core*Facilitating    .91  .91    .88 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00    .96    .72    .94 
Core    .96 1.00    .72    .99 HF (N=360) Facilitating    .72    .72  1.00    .79 
Core*Facilitating    .94    .99    .79  1.00 
      
  
  
103
 
Correlations among variables (continued) 
 
 Satisfaction Core Facilitating Core*Facilitating Condition a 
      
Satisfaction 1.00   .55   .54  .56 
a H-excellent,  L-poor, M-acceptable, C-core attributes, F-facilitating attributes 
Core  .55 1.00   .82  .95 1-HCHF 
Facilitating  .54   .82 1.00  .96 (N=120) 
Core*Facilitating  .56   .95   .96 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00  .52   .58  .66 
Core  .52 1.00   .26  .56 2-HCMF 
(N=120) Facilitating  .58  .26 1.00  .94 
Core*Facilitating  .66  .56  .94 1.00 
      
Satisfaction 1.00   .52   .30  .46 
Core  .52 1.00  -.06  .24 
 
3-HCLF 
(N=120) 
 
Facilitating  .30  -.06 1.00  .94 
Core*Facilitating  .46  .24  .94 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00   .67   .61   .72 
Core   .67 1.00  .54   .91 
4-MCHF 
(N=120) 
 Facilitating   .61  .54 1.00   .83 
Core*Facilitating   .72   .91   .83 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00   .69   .63   .74 
Core   .69 1.00   .57   .84 5-MCMF 
(N=120) Facilitating   .63  .57 1.00    .91 
Core*Facilitating   .74  .84   .91 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00   .76  .54   .68 
Core   .76 1.00   .49   .72 6-MCLF 
(N=120) Facilitating   .54   .49 1.00   .94 
Core*Facilitating   .68  .72  .94 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00   .58   .26   .57 
Core   .58 1.00   .30   .91 7-LCHF 
(N=120) Facilitating   .26   .30 1.00   .64 
Core*Facilitating   .57   .91  .64 1.00 
     
Satisfaction 1.00   .75   .38   .71 
Core   .75 1.00   .55   .91 8-LCMF 
(N=120) Facilitating   .38   .55 1.00   .80 
Core*Facilitating   .71   .91   .80 1.00 
      
Satisfaction 1.00   .43   .55   .56 
Core   .43 1.00   .71   .88 9-LCLF 
(N=120) Facilitating   .55   .71 1.00   .93 
Core*Facilitating   .56  .88    .93 1.00 
 
 
    
